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Table 2.8 continued 
 
Studies Related to Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Auter, Levy, & 
Murnane (2002) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barnett (2003) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To formalize and 
test a simple theory 
of how the rapid 
adoption of 
computer 
technology–spurred 
by precipitous real 
price declines–
changes the tasks 
performed by 
workers 
at their jobs and, 
ultimately, the 
demand for human 
skills. 
 
To determine the 
kinds of practices 
to which today’s 
school leaders are 
involved 
 
 

Representative data 
on job task 
requirements for the 
years 1960 
to 1998 from the 
Dictionary of 
Occupational titles 
(DOT) paired with 
employment data 
from Census and 
Current Population 
Survey samples. 
 
 
 
 
 
School-based 
administrators 
(principals and 
assistant principals) 
and district-wide 
administrators 
(instructional 
supervisors, 
technology  
coordinators, 
assistant 

Quantitative – 
data analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quantitative – 
survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Economic figures in the United States show a 
continuing decline in earnings opportunities 
for people who lack skills in expert thinking 
and complex communication – 2.2 million 
blue-collar jobs and 900,000 administrative 
support jobs. 

• There has been an increase of 1.9 million in 
technical, managerial, and professional jobs 
and a 2 million increase in the number of jobs 
in food services.  

• Advances in computerization have played a 
key role in job distribution and security. 

 
 
 
 
• Student assessment must include completion 

of tasks that today’s school leaders face. 
• Practicum experiences are most meaningful to 

students. 
• On-going communication between college 

professors is critical. The content of all course 
must complement each other. 

• Integration of technology into all university 
training is critical. 

• Activities should be designed to increase 
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Table 2.8 continued 
 
Studies Related to Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Waters, T., 
Marzano, R. J., 
& McNulty, B. 
(2003) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To examine the 
effects of 
leadership practices 
on student 
achievement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

superintendents, 
and 
superintendents) 
from Morehead 
State University 
graduates and non-
Morehead State 
graduates 
 
70 studies 
involving 2,894 
schools, 
approximately 1.1 
million students, 
and 14,000 teachers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quantitative – 
review of 
theoretical 
literature on 
leadership 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      prospective school leaders’ proficiency in  
      meeting national standards. An advisory  
      committee composed of practitioners should  
      be in place. 
 
 
 
 
 
• The correlation between leadership and 

student achievement is .25. 
• Twenty-one specific leadership 

responsibilities significantly correlated  
      with student achievement. 
• When leaders concentrate on the wrong 

school practices, they can negatively impact 
student achievement.  

• School leaders must not only focus 
improvement on effective classroom 
practices, but also understand the magnitude 
of change implied by these efforts.  

• Effective leaders promote cooperation and 
cohesion among their staffs and develop a 
shared vision.  
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Table 2.8 continued 
 
Studies Related Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Timperley, H. 
S., (2005) 
 

To track the 
leadership 
challenges through 
a change process 
involving the use 
of student 
achievement in 
professional 
development 

An assistant 
principal, seven 
teachers, and the 
author as a 
consultant in 
Riverdale School in 
New Zealand 

Qualitative and 
quantitative – 
interviews, 
anecdotal 
observation data, 
and Observation 
Survey data 
 

• Improving the capacity of individuals and 
whole school organizations involves specific 
leadership skills  

• Instructional leaders must be knowledgeable 
about the use of student achievement data. 
Instructional leaders must challenge teachers’ 
low expectations of student achievement. 

• Instructional leaders must be able to relate 
professional development to the teaching 
practices which improve student achievement. 
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Table 2.9 
 
Studies Related to Organizational Management and Operations: Safe, Effective, and Efficient Learning Environment 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Retallick & Fink 
(2002) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To determine their 
schools’ capacity to 
build and sustain 
initiatives dealing 
with the changing 
educational 
environments in 
Ontario 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Four project school 
principals, a sample 
of staff members in 
1997 and 1998, and 
focus group 
interviews 
conducted with 
staff members in 
each school in 1999 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Qualitative – 
interviews 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The project was helpful and problematic in all 
schools 

• There were barriers to using some of the ideas 
of the project, but learning through experience 
and reflection had taken place concerning 
change. 

• When principals are knowledgeable about 
their schools’ cultures, they are able to 
develop a commitment from their staff to 
accept change.  

• Combining leadership skills that mobilize 
staff into action with effective organizational 
and managerial strategies make opportunities 
for change to be successful. 
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Table 2.10 
 
Studies Related to Collaboration: Families and Communities 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Day, C., Harris, 
A., & Hadfield, 
M. (2001) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leithwood, K., 
Jantzi, D., Earl, 
L., Watson, N., 
Levin, B., & 
Fullan, M. 
(2004) 

To identify and 
examine how 
existing theories of 
effective leadership 
matched up to the 
practice of 
successful 
principals in times 
of change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To determine the 
sources and 
distribution of 
leadership 
functions and how 
this distribution 
provides the 
strategic 
coordination 
necessary for 
successful large-
scale reform 

Four hundred 
participants 
including 36 
principals, 92 
teachers, 24 
parents, 24 
governors, and 24 
students in twelve 
schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Teachers and heads 
in 10 case schools 
in England chosen 
from an initial 
random sample of 
50 schools and two 
samples from 500 
schools – one 
sample representing 
the National 
Literacy Strategies 
(NLS) and the other

Qualitative – 
interviews and 
content analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Qualitative and 
Quantitative – 
observations, 
interviews, and 
surveys 

• Effective leaders are clear about their core 
values that permeate their thinking and 
actions. 

• Effective leaders are constantly and 
consistently managing several simultaneously 
competing sets of tensions successfully 

• Effective leaders must make tough decisions 
about leadership dilemmas exercising  

      values-led contingency leadership. 
• Effective leaders were effective because they 

communicated clearly visions and values 
shared by all stakeholders and by developing 
climates of collaboration with a consistent 
focus on the betterment of students.  

 
• Distributed and hierarchical forms of 

leadership are incompatible. 
• Distributed forms of leadership are superior to 

other forms. 
• Successful school reform is dependent on the 

need to focus on the provision of resources. 
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Table 2.10 continued 
 
Studies Related to Collaboration: Families and Communities 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
 initiatives within 

school systems 
representing the 
National Numeracy 
Strategies (NNS) 
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Table 2.11 
 
Studies Related to Integrity, Fairness, and Ethics in Learning 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Murphy, J., Yff, 
J., & Shipman, 
N.,  (2000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To provide early 
indications about 
how the ISLLC 
Standards are being 
employed to 
strengthen 
educational 
leadership 
throughout the 
nation 
 
 

All the states and 
territories of the 
United States 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Qualitative and 
Quantitative – 
observations, 
interviews, and 
surveys 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• In focusing on strengthening school 
leadership, the ISLLC Standards initiative fits 
into a series of initiatives designed to improve 
school leadership in America. 

• The ISLLC Standards are beginning to take 
root in a number of the 50 states. 

• Effective school leaders are deeply 
intertwined with ethical issues through the 
obligatory and conventional school process. 

• The metaphor of educational leadership as 
moral leadership is central to the goal of equal 
educational opportunity. 

• Moral leadership suggested changing 
schooling from the historical molding of 
students to fit current, possibly dysfunctional, 
organizational forms to be responsive to all 
students in need of an education. 
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Table 2.12 
 
Studies Related to Politics, Socialization, Economics, Legalities, and Cultures 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
Hargreaves, A. 
(2002) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gaziel, H. 
(2003) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To examine the 
nature and effects 
of betrayal among 
colleagues in 
teaching 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To identify how 
principals perceive 
their worlds and 
how their 
colleagues perceive 
them; to determine 
if male school 
principals differ 
from female in the 
frames that they 
employ; and to 
determine if 
managerial and 

50 Canadian 
teachers in 15 
elementary and 
secondary schools 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For the qualitative 
data, 30 primary 
principals enrolled 
in an inservice 
training program in 
educational 
leadership at Bar 
Ilan University 
(Israel) 
participated; For 
the quantitative 
data, 60 primary  
principals in Tel 

Qualitative – 
interview and 
discussion 
groups 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Qualitative – 
interview; 
Quantitative – 
questionnaire 

• Sustainable school improvement stimulates 
lasting gains in student achievement depends 
on teachers cooperating in strong professional 
communities. 

• Teachers in strong professional communities 
share passion for improving learning and 
inquire into the best ways to accomplish it.  

• Trust makes sharing possible, and betrayal is 
the agent that destroys it. 

• If betrayal impedes improvement, it is 
important to understand more about the 
organizational conditions and policy 
strategies that incite it. 

  
• Male principals differ from their counterparts 

in the frames they use, but they are not 
significant and tend to use structural frames 
more than female principals.  

• Leadership effectiveness is strongly 
associated with the human-resources and 
political frames. 

• Management effectiveness according to 
principals’ self-ratings is associated with 
structural and human-resources frames. 
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Table 2.12 continued 
 
Studies Related to Politics, Socialization, Economics, Legalities, and Cultures 

STUDY PURPOSE PARTICIPANTS DESIGN OUTCOMES 
 leadership 

effectiveness are 
associated with 
certain frames 

Aviv and 300 
teachers 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Effective leadership has been a phenomenon theorists have researched for over a 

century in the attempt to identify characteristics and styles which define the role (Fiedler 

& Chemers, 1974). Qualities that make an effective principal have also been researched 

as the role of principal has evolved over the years from that of a supervisory and 

managerial role to a role of instructional leader who, at the same time, establishes and 

supports the mission of the school through the empowerment of the faculty and staff and 

the success of the students (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Matthews & Crow, 2003; Seifert & 

Vornberg, 2002). However, the characteristics which define effective principal leadership 

have been ambiguous, and, in order to better ensure that competent principals are 

produced and placed in America’s schools, defining effective principalship is essential. In 

order for this to happen, a common language that exemplifies quality educational 

leadership had to be established (Boeckmann & Dickinson, 2001).  

A common set of standards which expresses the knowledge, dispositions, and 

performance indicators that comprise effective educational leaders was created in 1996 

(Council of Chief State School Officers, CCSSO, 1996). The ISLLC standards were 

designed for the purpose of offering a foundation for effective school leadership through 

a common language that defines appropriate leadership practices which best ensure 

student success (CCSSO). Although the ISLLC standards have expressed effects of 

quality educational leaders, linking these standards to effective practices has been 

difficult.  
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The ISLLC standards may define knowledge, dispositions, and performance 

indicators that comprise effective educational leaders, but the expectations of principals 

from local education agencies (LEA) and state departments of education continue to 

increase as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has introduced to school leadership the issue 

of accountability (Wiener & Hall, 2004). Prior to NCLB, the implicit belief that student 

success was ultimately the responsibility of the principal had not challenged principal 

quality. In spite of this, studies have been conducted for many years with the intent to 

link principal effectiveness and student achievement (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 

1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Owings, Kaplan, & Nunnery, 2005; Thompson & Legler, 

2003). Many researchers have failed to show statistically significant evidence that school 

leadership indeed impacts student achievement, yet high performing schools tend to have 

principals that possess the characteristics of effective principals. 

However, a study recently completed in the state of Virginia by Owings, Kaplan, 

and Nunnery (2005) obtained significant results linking principal quality to student 

achievement and concentrated on specific attributes of leadership by using a rubric based 

on the ISLLC Standards for evaluating principals’ practices. In view of the history and 

defining role of the principalship, effective principal practice, and the basis of the ISLLC 

standards, it is reasonable to assume that if principals in practice today have adequate 

knowledge of the ISLLC standards, the quality of the principalship will be improved 

and/or enhanced. It is equally reasonable to assume that if principal quality is heightened, 

student achievement will increase, as well.  

Considering that NCLB is demanding that schools be held accountable for the 

success of the students, and, due to the fact that principals are responsible for their 
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schools, the burden of schools meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under NCLB’s 

accountability system is ultimately placed on the principal (Wiener & Hall, 2004). Since 

Georgia’s public education system has a high number of schools that did not meet 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in the year 2004-2005 (The Associated Press, 2004; 

GADOE, 2004), and no study to the researcher’s knowledge has been done on the 

competency of principals in Georgia, no conclusive data is available that discloses 

accurate explanations of why some Georgia students and schools are failing. In fact, 

Georgia, being one of the 24 states and organizations that constituted the Consortium 

which constructed the ISLLC standards has not required its leaders to be licensed 

according to the standards. Therefore, in light of these findings and presumptions, the 

purpose of this study was to determine if principal competency, as defined by the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, predicts student 

achievement in public high schools in Georgia. 

Research Questions 

A study (Owings et al., 2005) conducted in the state of Virginia found a 

significant relationship between principal quality and student achievement. This 

researcher, therefore, in a similar study, sought to answer the following research 

questions:  

1. To what extent does principal competency, as determined by the ISLLC 

standards, predict overall student achievement?  

2. To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student achievement 

depend on the number of students who are on free and reduced-price lunches? 
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3. Are principals with lower principal competency placed in schools with lower 

socioeconomic levels? 

4. To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student achievement 

depend on principal experience in the school? 

Research Design 

The purpose of this research was to examine how certain leadership competency, 

as measured by a survey based on the ISLLC standards, impacts student achievement. As 

such, the investigator largely employed quantitative research with a focus on survey 

methods. The advantage of this approach is that survey research methods, according to 

Marshall and Rossman (1999), are preferred for collecting data and describing the 

variability of certain characteristics or attributes of a population statistically in order to 

make inferences about a large group of people. Since the purpose of the survey was to 

generalize from a sample to a population so that inferences could be made about principal 

competency, the survey design was preferred. Data was collected at one point rather than 

over time, therefore, the survey was cross-sectional (Cresswell, 2003) containing 18 

quantitative items.  

However, some components of the study called for qualitative data. For example, 

although the detailed survey served to collect data needed to determine principal 

competency which was compared to student achievement scores in each principal’s 

school, two open-ended questions were included on the survey in order to gather a 

personal view from the participants on principal quality. Following the survey, four 

interviews were conducted involving superintendents who had participated in the survey 

completion in order to gather a more in-depth perspective from the district leaders about 
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their perceptions of effective leadership. Therefore, these qualitative characteristics 

constitute a mixed-methods design.  

Population 

The target population of the study comprised 181 public school superintendents 

from the state of Georgia. However, since some districts in the state do not have high 

schools, this number was reduced to 171 school superintendents. The investigator was 

interested in determining how principals’ leadership competency affects student 

achievement; therefore, principals were the unit of analysis while superintendents were 

key informants.   

Sampling Procedures 

 Key characteristics of individuals in the population that were included should be 

proportional to the sample. Therefore, the study was conducted using a random sampling 

of high school principals from each district in Georgia that had at least one high school. 

Since three consecutive years of test scores was used, principals included in the random 

search were those who had been at their schools for at least three years. There were 

several principals who did not meet this criterion, however, so another high school in the 

district was chosen, or, in the case of large districts, another random selection was 

conducted in that district. If the district did not have another high school, the district was 

excluded from the study. Age, gender, and ethnicity were not factors in this study. 

Although the study included an evaluation of principals in the state of Georgia 

who had been at their schools three or more consecutive years, those participating in the 

study included 171 superintendents throughout Georgia. Having the superintendent, or a 

superintendent’s designee, complete the survey instrument was appropriate for the 
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following reasons: a. The superintendent is directly responsible for the evaluation of the 

principals in his/her district; b. The superintendent is ultimately responsible for his/her 

district meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Therefore, he/she must be 

knowledgeable of and attentive to the processes of the schools and progress of the 

students in the district, and, consequently, in each school. 

The data was collected from the Georgia Department of Education which retains 

and publishes the personnel information on principals in the education system in the state 

of Georgia. Schools were identified through Georgia’s 16 Regional Education Service 

Agencies (RESAs). One high school from each district that contains a high school 

throughout the state was included in the random search. A number was assigned to each 

high school in each school district in these regions. Alternative, psychoeducational 

facilities, and schools without the traditional title of high school (i.e. academy, magnet, or 

school) was not used in the random sampling. The reasoning for this was that alternative 

and psychoeducational facilities’ test scores are sent to the home school for each student 

in each district, and schools labeled academies, magnet schools, or schools may or may 

not have data from traditionally tested students. Without the inclusion of these schools in 

the random search, there was still an equitable representation of schools in the state. For 

each district a random sampling was performed. This sampling was modified in order to 

ensure that every school district in the state of Georgia that had at least one high school 

was included, that a representative sample was obtained, and that the principals chosen 

had been at their schools for at least three years. This type of sampling included 

purposive sampling with some districts in an attempt to include every eligible district. 
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Because the characteristics of the sample population were similar in that the 

subjects are all principals of public schools in the state of Georgia, the results of this 

study may be generalized to the population of principals in Georgia. Upon identifying 

principals throughout the state and permission was acquired for use in this study, the 

superintendents of each of the principals were sent a survey to complete which served as 

an evaluation instrument based on the knowledge, dispositions, and performance 

indicators of the ISLLC standards.   

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were employed for data collection in this research. They included 

the Survey of Principal Competencies and the Interview Questionnaire. The survey 

instrument was modified from a survey used in a previously published study in Kentucky 

to determine frequency of practice and preparedness related to ISLLC standards among 

Morehead State University graduates and non-Morehead State University graduates 

(Barnett, 2004). Secondary data was collected through the Georgia Department of 

Education. The Interview Questionnaire was designed by the researcher for this particular 

study. A description of the instruments follows. 

Survey of Principal Competencies 

This researcher examined high school principals in the state of Georgia as they are 

today and related their competency, as determined by a survey based on the ISLLC 

standards, to student achievement scores in their schools. The principal competency 

score, derived from the survey, served as the one of three independent variables, and 

student achievement scores as the dependent variable.  
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Permission was granted by Dr. Barnett November 8, 2005 to modify the survey in 

any way that was necessary in order to make it appropriate for this study. In the 

modification process only questions for the purpose of gathering demographic data on the 

subjects and their schools and two open-ended questions were added. The remaining 18 

items were original from the Barnett (2004) study. The modified instrument was 

reviewed by educators closely involved with the ISLLC standards to ensure that the 

instrument was aligned with the intent of the professional standards.  

The survey was cross-sectional, meaning that the primary data was collected only 

once (Cresswell, 2003), and contained 18 quantitative items, two dichotomous questions, 

and five questions regarding demographic data of the principal and school which were 

rated by the participant. A Likert scale (attitude scale) was used in the quantitative 

section of the survey which was assigned values 1 – 5 (1 = Very Ineffective; 2 = 

Ineffective; 3 = Fairly Effective; 4 = Effective; 5 = Very Effective). 

The researcher’s purpose for this study was to determine if principal competency, 

as defined by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, 

predicts student achievement in public high schools in Georgia. The subject instrument in 

the form of a survey emphasized leadership attributes that are necessary for effective 

school leaders as aligned in the ISLLC standards. A high score on the instrument 

indicated that the school leader is perceived by the superintendent as using, or having 

used, knowledge, dispositions, and performances that have been found to be effective in 

school leaders as defined by the ISLLC standards. A low score, on the other hand, 

indicated that the school leader is perceived by the superintendent not to have been using 

effective leadership practices. The inferences drawn from these scores indicated the 
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overall effectiveness of the school leaders and served as the first of three independent 

variables. 

Identifying attributes of effective leadership through the ISLLC standards 

involves examining these standards which target specific areas of educational leadership 

in which expertise must be acquired by school leaders and setting up a rating scale of 

items which measure expertise in these areas. These areas of educational leadership 

include: 1. Vision of Learning; 2. Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth; 3. 

Organizational Management and Operations: Safe, Effective, and Efficient Learning 

Environment; 4. Collaboration: Families and Communities; 5. Integrity, Fairness, and 

Ethics in Learning; and 6. Politics, Socialization, Economics, Legalities, and Cultures. 

These areas of educational leadership describe principal competency, the first of three 

independent variables, and were described through quantitative means using an ordinal 

and an interval measurement scale. An overall score on the survey was obtained and 

averaged, rank-ordering each participant from lowest (rank 1) to highest (rank 5) which 

was the single “principal competency” score. Subsequently, these scores were placed into 

quartiles according to their raw scores: Quartile 1 = 1-1.24; Quartile 2 = 1.25-2.49; 

Quartile 3 = 2.50-3.74; Quartile 4 = 3.75-5.00. 

Reliability refers to score consistency from one administration of the instrument 

to another (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Since the survey was an adaptation of one used in 

a study in Kentucky to determine leadership qualities and the frequency of practice of the 

ISLLC performance indicators between graduates of Morehead State University and non-

Morehead State University graduates (Barnett, 2004), the reliability for its use in this 
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study was determined and estimated through an internal-consistency method using the 

split-half procedure. 

Interview Questionnaire 

Qualitative data was necessary for this study in order to depict a deeper and more 

accurate view of superintendents’ perceptions about principal competency and the 

relationship of this competency to student achievement. An interview instrument was 

created by the researcher for interview purposes and contained 13 open-ended questions 

concerning items that dealt with principal effectiveness according to: 1. superintendents’ 

perspectives, 2. initiatives implemented in the schools, 3. principal characteristics, 4. 

leadership standards, 5. extraneous and pertinent factors within the school and school 

community, 6. principal tenure in a school, and 7. race and gender. 

Pilot Study  

Drawing correct conclusions and inferences from a study is dependent on the 

quality of the instrument used in the study. Therefore, in order to collect and analyze 

evidence for its appropriateness, correctness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the 

inferences drawn from the data collected by using this instrument, the researcher 

conducted a pilot study.  

Conducting the pilot study involved the researcher sending the survey 

electronically to five assistant principals in the Savannah-Chatham County Public 

Schools. A letter was sent electronically to these assistant principals that explained the 

study and contained a link to the electronic survey using SurveyMonkey.com 

(SurveyMonkey, 2006). The purpose of this study was to determine if principal 

competency, as defined by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 
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standards, predicts student achievement in public high schools in Georgia. The 

instrument emphasized leadership attributes that are necessary for effective school 

leaders as aligned in the ISLLC standards. Only two assistant principals completed the 

survey, evaluating their lead administrators. From the pilot study, however, this 

researcher was able to identify weaknesses and oversights in the survey and make 

modifications that made the survey more appropriate for this study. It was at this point 

that the researcher added questions to capture more demographic data and a question that 

would enable the researcher to identify the district of the participant.  

Data Collection 

 Upon the completion of the pilot study and approval by the IRB of Georgia 

Southern University, the researcher completed a random selection of the eligible 171 

school districts in the state of Georgia. All 171 schools/principals were coded into SPSS 

and permission from these principals was sought. A letter was sent electronically 

explaining the study and asking permission for their inclusion in this study. Principals 

were to respond electronically indicating their willingness to participate or their 

declination. They were also asked to indicate, if they chose not to participate, if the 

reason was due to their lack of the necessary three-year tenure in the school. When some 

did not respond, two distributions following the first were sent, each mailing acquiring 

more responses.  

The Survey of Principal Competencies was created into an electronic survey by 

the researcher using SurveyMonkey.com (SurveyMonkey, 2006) and was sent 

electronically to the superintendents of the principals who gave permission to be used in 
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this study as a link in a letter explaining the study. The superintendents were asked to rate 

the principals on the ISLLC standards survey instrument.  

The ultimate goal of survey research is to acquire information about large 

populations (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005), and mailing surveys electronically allowed the 

researcher to be able to reach individuals that have easy access to a computer and the 

Internet (Lyons, Cude, Gutter, & Lawrence, 2003). Superintendents who did not respond 

to the survey were emailed another letter encouraging participation in the research study 

with a survey attachment. This gave respondents an option of completing the survey 

electronically or in a hard copy version. Minimal response was gained through the 

electronic mailings, so a hard copy of the letter and the survey were sent to the non-

respondents through the United States Postal Service.  

Secondary data for this research including data for the random search, principals, 

superintendents, student test scores, and school poverty levels was obtained from the 

Georgia Department of Education. These data were needed in the random search to 

determine which principals were used in the study for evaluation by the superintendents 

of the state. Data about superintendents was also obtained from the Georgia Department 

of Education. This site gave the most updated information available concerning principals 

and superintendents in the school systems throughout the state of Georgia. Student test 

scores on the GHSGT and the school poverty levels were also the most updated 

information available concerning student achievement and the numbers of students in 

each school who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. 

Since the scores on the instrument used in this study were used to determine the 

existing relationship between leadership competency and student achievement, criterion-
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related evidence of validity, secondary data, were obtained through the gathering of data 

of student test scores in the subjects’ schools for the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 

2004-2005. This relationship was indicated by the correlation coefficient, and, in this 

study, the validity coefficient. Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) considered the validity 

coefficient to be obtained by correlating a set of scores to another set of scores. 

Therefore, principal competency was correlated to student achievement scores. These 

scores were averaged and placed into quartiles and are depicted through an expectancy 

table. 

Grade 11 students’ scores on the GHSGT were chosen because all eleventh grade 

students take the GHSGT and are first time test takers. Students who do not pass the 

GHSGT the first time in all areas may take the test again in their areas of insufficiency. 

However, the GHSGT scores used in this study are scores taken from first-time test 

takers in order to acquire data from students in a similar situation and who are equally 

unfamiliar with the test. 

Student test scores on the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in the 

areas of Language Arts and Mathematics were averaged over a three year span including 

the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 for each school. The researcher then 

placed these schools into quartiles according to the distribution of the data. Specific 

quartiles were Quartile 1 = 75.16-80.91; Quartile 2 = 80.92-86.67; Quartile 3 = 86.68-

92.43; and Quartile 4 = 92.44-98.14. 

Principal competency, as determined by the Survey of Principal Competencies, 

was correlated to a second independent variable in the study which included the number 

of students who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in the school (poverty level). 
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School poverty levels were also the most updated information available concerning 

student achievement in Georgia high schools and the numbers of students in each school 

who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. These data were all coded according to 

percentages and then placed into quartiles and entered into SPSS. The specific Quartile 

data included: Quartile 1 = 6.66-26.41; Quartile 2 = 28.42-50.16; Quartile 3 = 50.17-

71.91; and Quartile 4 = 71.92-93.66. 

The third independent variable in this study that was also correlated to principal 

competency and student test scores was the principals’ number of years experience in the 

school. Data for the principals’ years of experience in the schools was gathered through 

the survey instrument and entered into the data input in quartiles according to the 

distribution of the data. Quartile One included the principals’ least number of years 

experience in the schools and Quartile Four included the principals’ most number of 

years experience in the schools.  

Qualitative data was collected through survey questions and through interviews 

with four superintendents who completed the Survey of Principal Competencies. These 

superintendents were purposely chosen according to their willingness to participate and 

their proximity. Qualitative data was necessary for this study in order to depict a deeper 

and more accurate view of superintendents’ perceptions about principal competency and 

the relationship of this competency to student achievement. An interview instrument was 

created by the researcher for interview purposes and contained 13 open-ended questions 

concerning items that consisted of principal effectiveness according to the following 

areas: 1. superintendents’ perspectives, 2. initiatives implemented in the schools, 3. 

principal characteristics, 4. leadership standards, 5. extraneous and pertinent factors 
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within the school and school community, 6. principal tenure in a school, and 7. race and 

gender. 

The interviews were semistructured and followed a protocol developed to elicit 

information derived from the Survey of Principal Competencies that were completed by 

the superintendents and that elaborated on some of the items on the survey. However, 

participants were encouraged to discuss related issues that were not directly addressed in 

the interview protocol. Interviews ranged in duration between 45 minutes and 1 hour and 

30 minutes and were tape-recorded and transcribed for analysis. Data analysis consisted 

of examining the responses for patterns, connections, and themes.  

Response Rate 

   Nonresponse occurs in almost all surveys and is considered to be a major 

problem in research (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). Nonresponse is a problem because it is 

very likely that individuals who do not respond will differ in regard to answers to survey 

items (Fraenkel & Wallen). If, indeed, this is the case, conclusions drawn on the bias of 

respondents’ replies could be misrepresentative of the attitudes of the surveyed 

population (Cresswell, 2003; Fraenkel & Wallen). Response bias, as it is called, should 

be predicted and represented in the study. Fraenkel and Wallen considered that a low 

response rate is not necessarily a bad thing, but the possibility that a 90% response rate 

may offer quite different results from a 60% response rate is reason enough to attempt to 

obtain as many responses as possible.  

The typical response rate for a mail survey is 25 to 40% (Newton & Rudestam, 

1999). However, a better guideline for determining a response rate in a multivariate 

analysis, according to Newton and Rudestam, is a four to one ratio, or, ten responses for 
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every variable. Considering that this study has four variables, a minimum of 40 

responses, or 23% of the surveyed population, is appropriate. Since only 62 principals 

gave permission to be included in the study, and 62 superintendents were actually 

surveyed, the researcher attempted to obtain a minimum of 23% return rate on the survey 

instrument. The return, however, was 50%. Of those responses, six had to be discarded 

because of the absence of the three-year tenure the principals were required to have. 

Therefore, a 40% response rate was actually obtained. 

Data Analysis 

 The researcher’s purpose for this study was to determine if principal competency, 

as defined by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, 

predict student achievement in public high schools in Georgia. Accordingly, the 

dependent variable (test scores) were averaged over a three year period. The percentage 

of students passing the Language Arts and Mathematics sections of the Georgia High 

School Graduation Test was calculated to give each school a “student achievement” 

score. These scores were then placed into quartiles: Quartile 1 = 75.16-80.91; Quartile 2 

= 80.92-86.67; Quartile 3 = 86.68-92.43; and Quartile 4 = 92.44-98.14. The three 

independent variables were principal competency, the number of students eligible for free 

or reduced-price lunch, and the principals’ years of experience in the schools.  

The first of the three independent variables, the principal competency variable, 

included six areas of educational leadership. First, the vision of learning encompasses the 

schools’ and districts’ vision incorporation into the programs, curriculum, decision-

making, and school improvement efforts. The second area in this variable is student 

learning and staff professional growth and includes administrators’ supervisory and 
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evaluative role supporting high expectations for students and student learning through 

policies and procedures. Third, organizational management and operations and providing 

a safe, effective, and efficient learning environment comprises the management role of 

leadership, including the fiscal aspects of the school and the daily operations which allow 

learning to take place. Collaboration with families and communities is the fourth variable 

and encompasses the school leaders’ involvement of stakeholders in the functions and 

processes of the school. The fifth area embraces all aspects of integrity, fairness, and 

ethics in learning and the school leaders’ ability to demonstrate upstanding values while 

protecting the rights of students and stakeholders. Finally, the sixth area in this variable is 

politics, socialization, economics, legalities, and cultures which comprise the politics of 

education and the school leaders’ ability to work with local and federal policies to 

increase student achievement. 

A principal components analysis, used to create a composite index for principal 

competency to show it in a continuum, was performed by the researcher from the scores 

on the instrument. Principals were grouped into four equal-sized quartiles based upon this 

factor score. Quartile ranges were Q1 (low quality ratings) to Q4 (high quality ratings). 

The specific quartile scores included: Quartile 1 = 1.44-2.33; Quartile 2 = 2.34-3.22; 

Quartile 3 = 3.23-4.11; and Quartile 4 = 4.12-5.00. A principal component factor analysis 

was performed to determine students’ scores on the Georgia High School Graduation 

Test (grade 11) in the areas of Mathematics and Language Arts to create a single, 

regression-based factor score for years (2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005). Using 

factor scores creates a single variable to represent school-level achievement (the 

dependent variable) and removes the aggregate linear trend in scores across years by 



 143

making the mean school-level achievement score equal to 0 each year (Owings et al., 

2005). 

Research has determined that student achievement in schools is largely due to the 

number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in the school (Bell, 2001; 

Brock & Groth; 2004; McGee, 2004; Owings et al., 2005). Because the findings in these 

studies show that the higher the numbers of students who are eligible for free or reduced-

price lunch, the lower the level of student achievement, this variable was used in this 

study as the second independent variable. The percentage of students who were eligible 

for free or reduced-price lunch was grouped into quartiles and entered into the input data 

with Quartile One being the lowest number of students eligible and Quartile Four being 

the highest number. The specific Quartile data included: Quartile 1 = 6.66-26.41; Quartile 

2 = 28.42-50.16; Quartile 3 = 50.17-71.91; and Quartile 4 = 71.92-93.66.  

The third independent variable in this study was the principals’ number of years 

experience in the school. Research has linked poor principalship to lack of experience 

(Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002). Papa et al. suggested, from their study examining 

attributes of principals in the state of New York, that principals were entering the 

profession with inadequate experience. Afolabi, Nweke, and Stephens (2003) also 

indicated in their study of principals in the state of Georgia that the attrition rate of 

principals is high and that principals are leaving the profession to principals with less 

experience and quality.  

Data for the principals’ years of experience in the schools was gathered through 

the survey instrument and entered into the data input in quartiles according to the 

distribution of the data. Quartile One included the principals’ least number of years 
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experience in the schools and Quartile Four included the principals’ most number of 

years experience in the schools. Specific quartile information included: Quartile 1 = 3-5 

years; Quartile 2 = 6-8 years; Quartile 3 = 9-11 years, and Quartile 4 = 12+ years. 

 To test the relationship between these variables, using student test scores as the 

constant, multiple regression was used with the four quartiles predicting student 

achievement. The data received from the survey instrument was coded and entered into 

the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 12.0. The SPSS software 

was used by the researcher to describe and analyze the research data.   

 The two dichotomous questions on the survey were tallied, and the results are 

discussed in the data analysis. They were reviewed by the researcher in the scoring 

procedure and compared to the score of quantitative items 8 – 25 with the researcher 

noting similarities and discrepancies among the answers in the two sections of the survey.  

Summary 

 The establishment of public education for the good of the people has, in itself, 

been the cause for the numerous changes which have occurred through the years in the 

role education plays in our society and in the role of the principal as this leader who 

guides these changes. From the autocratic leader who simply directs teachers and 

manages the school facility, to the nurturing leader who develops caring communities 

within the school and takes charge of student success, the role of principal cannot be 

underestimated in this age of student academic accountability. With the creation of the 

ISLLC standards, a common knowledge base that defined proficiency in the field of 

educational leadership was established, offering a set of specific behaviors which serve as 

a guide that are proven to be successful in leadership practice and student success.  
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Principal competency, as defined by the ISLLC standards, was determined 

through a survey completed on high school principals by superintendents throughout the 

state of Georgia. Through the utilization of quantitative research methods, the researcher 

used the ratings on the ISLLC Standards survey to determine principal competency. Once 

principal competency was ascertained, student test scores were compared to establish 

whether or not principal competency predicts student achievement. Qualitative data was 

collected through follow-up interviews of superintendents conducted by the researcher to 

capture a deeper view of superintendents’ perceptions of principal competency.  

The results of the analysis will benefit such groups as superintendents throughout 

school systems in the state of Georgia as well as those in other states, current and aspiring 

principals, the Georgia Department of Education, the Professional Standards 

Commission, and institutions of higher education by providing knowledge of Georgia’s 

current principals’ quality ratings according to the ISLLC standards and by verifying 

their effectiveness in their schools.  
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  Table 3.1 
 
  Descriptive Item Analysis 

Item Research  Survey Item 
Number 

Research 
Question 

1. Number of years principal has been in current position   Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 
2002; Afolabi, Nweke, & 
Stephens, 2003; Owings, 2005 

2 4 

2. Gender of principal Boeckmann & Dickenson 
2001; Afolabi, Nweke, & 
Stephens 2003; Gaziel, H. 
2003 

3 2, 3, 4 

3. Race of principal Afolabi, Nweke, & Stephens 
2003 

4 2, 3, 4 

4. Is this school a Title I school? Bell, 2001; Brock & Groth, 
2003; McGee, 2004; Owings, 
2005 

5 2, 3 
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 Table 3.2  
 
 Quantitative Item Analysis 

Item Number Research Survey Item 
Number 

Research 
Question 

1. The school/district’s vision is included in the  
    development and implementation of the School/district’s  
    Comprehensive Improvement Plan. 

Davis, 1998; Bell, 2001; 
Brock & Groth, 2003; Hessel 
& Holloway, 2003; Strahan, 
2003  

8 1, 2 

2. All stakeholders are involved and contribute to the     
    school/district’s vision during the decision-making  
    process. 

Bell, 2001; Brock & Groth, 
2003; Huffman & Jacobson, 
2003; Phillips, 2003; McGee, 
2004 

9 1, 2 

3. Curriculum and programs are shaped by the  
    school/district’s vision statement. 

Deal & Peterson, 1999; 
Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; 
Bell, 2001; Brock & Groth, 
2003; Huffman & Jacobson, 
2003; Johnson & Uline, 2003; 
McGee, 2004; Leithwood & 
Riehl, 2005 

10 1, 2 

4. Various supervisory and evaluation models are  
    employed. 

Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 
1996 

11 1 

5.  Policies, lesson plans, teacher evaluations, and other data 
     are used to ensure technology supports student    
     achievement. 

Down, Chadbourne, & Hogan, 
2000; Autor, Levy, & 
Murnane, 2002; Barnett, 2002; 
Levy & Murnane, 2004 

12 1 

6. Policies and procedures are followed that support a    
    culture of high expectations for students. 

Campo, 1993; Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 1999; Down, 
Chadbourne, & Hogan, 2000; 
Bell, 2001; Brock & Groth, 
2003; Hessel & 

13 1, 2 
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 Table 3.2 continued 
  
 Quantitative Item analysis 

Item Number Research Survey Item 
Number 

Research 
Question 

 Holloway, 2003; McGee, 
2004; Johnson & Uline, 2005; 
Timperley, 2005 

  

7. Stakeholder input is gathered to ensure fiscal resources    
    are managed responsibly, efficiently, and effectively. 

Doud & Keller, 1998; 
Dunklee, 2000; Bell, 2001; 
Retallick & Fink, 2002; Brock 
& Groth, 2003; Hessel & 
Holloway, 2003; Barnett, 2004 

14 1, 2 

8. Daily operations are designed and managed to ensure  
    success for all students. 

Bell, 2001; Schwartz, 2001; 
Retallick & Fink, 2002; Brock 
& Groth, 2003; McGee, 2004  

15 1, 2 

9. Budget is aligned to the goals in the Comprehensive  
    Improvement Plan. 

CED, 1994; Oswald, 1995; 
Doud & Keller, 1998; Wade, 
2001; Brock & Groth, 2003 

16 1, 2 

10. Communicates with all stakeholders (i.e. students, staff,  
      parents, community members, etc.) frequently (multiple   
      times each week). 

Bell, 2001; Day, Harris, & 
Hadfield, 2001; Brock & 
Groth, 2003; 
Pashiardis, 2003; McGee, 2004

17 1, 2 

11. Treatment of stakeholders is equitable. Sebring & Bryk, 2000; Hessel 
& Holloway, 2003; McGee, 
2004; Johnson & Uline, 2005 

18 1, 2 

12. Community resources are effectively used for the     
      benefit of the students. 

Brock & Groth, 2003; 
Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; 
Leithwood, Jantzi, Earl, 
Watson, Levin, & Fullan, 2004 

19 1,2 
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 Table 3.2 continued 
 
 Quantitative Item Analysis 

Item Number Research Survey Item 
Number 

Research 
Question 

13. Rights and confidentiality of students, faculty, and staff  
      are protected. 

Murphy, Yff, & Shipman, 
2000; Hessel & Holloway, 
2003; Johnson & Uline, 2005 

20 1 

14. Values, beliefs, and attitudes are demonstrated that  
       inspire others to higher levels of performance. 

Hargreaves, 2002; Fullan, 
2003; Sergiovanni, 2005  

21 1, 2 

15. The school/district invites public input and involvement  
      through the use of surveys, public forums, etc. 

Hessel & Holloway, 2003 22 1 

16. Understands the impact of state and federal decisions on 
      the local educational systems. 

Williams, 2001; Hessel & 
Holloway, 2003 

23 1 

17. Works with local agencies to supplement school/district  
      initiatives. 

Doud & Keller, 1998; 
Hargreaves, 2002; Retallick & 
Fink, 2002; Huffman & 
Jacobson, 2003; Sergiovanni, 
2005 

24 1 

18. Communicates with local, state, and federal leaders in   
      an effort to impact decisions that will result in an  
      increase in student achievement. 

Johnson, 1998; Hart, 1999; 
Gaziel, 2003; Hessel & 
Holloway, 2003 

25 1 
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 Table 3.3 
 
 Qualitative Item Analysis  

Item Research  Item Number Research 
Question 

1. Do you feel this principal has been effective in addressing 
    student learning at his/her school? 

Davis & Hensley, 1999; 
Pashiardis, Bell, 2001; 2003; 
Brock & Groth, 2003;  Waters, 
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; 
Leithwood, 2004; McGee, 
2004; Reeves, 2004; Owings, 
2005 

Survey Item 6, 
Interview 

Question 1 

1, 2, 3 

2. Do you feel that leadership standards such as those    
    produced by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure  
    Consortium (ISLLC) address the qualities necessary for  
   effective leadership? 

Murphy, Yff, & Shipman, 
2000; Hessel & Holloway, 
2003; Engler, 2004; Owings, 
Kaplan, & Nunnery, 2005 

Survey Item 7, 
Interview 

Question 4  

1 

3. What initiatives has he implemented that have been  
    successful? 

Brock & Groth, 2003; McGee, 
2004 

Interview 
Question 2 

1, 2 

4. What is the most important characteristic of effective  
    principals? 

Brock & Groth, 2003; McGee, 
2004; Owings, Kaplan, & 
Nunnery, 2005 

Interview 
Question 3 

1 
 

5. How do you evaluate your principals? GADOE, 1992; Davis & 
Hensley, 1999; Lashway, 
2003; Reeves 2004  

Interview 
Question 5 

1 

6. What factors do you feel contribute to the success level of 
    a principal? 

Brock & Groth, 2003; McGee, 
2004; Owings, Kaplan, & 
Nunnery, 2005 

Interview 
Question 6 

1, 2, 4 

7. Do you think the student achievement (test scores/AYP)  
    in the school and the poverty level of the school should  
    be considered when evaluating principals? 

GADOE, 1992; Davis & 
Hensley, 1999; Brock & 
Groth, 2003; Lashway, 2003;  

Interview 
Question 7 

1, 2, 3 
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 Table 3.3 continued 
 
 Qualitative Item Analysis  

Item Research  Item Number Research 
Question 

     McGee, 2004; Reeves 2004 Interview 
Question 7 

 

8. How do you feel the socioeconomic status of a school  
    affects student achievement Scores? 

Brock & Groth, 2003; McGee, 
2004 

Interview 
Question 8 

2 

9. How does the principal leadership in an impoverished  
    school differ from that in a school that has a low poverty  
    rate? 

Brock & Groth, 2003; McGee, 
2004 

Interview 
Question 9 

2, 3 

10. Do you feel longevity at a school makes for better  
      student achievement? 

Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 
2002; Afolabi, Nweke, & 
Stephens, 2003; Owings, 2005 

Interview 
Question 10 

4 

11. Does principal experience affect student achievement? Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 
2002; Afolabi, Nweke, & 
Stephens, 2003; Owings, 2005 

Interview 
Question 11 

4 

12. How important is the race of the principal in addressing  
      the school culture? 

Afolabi, Nweke, & Stephens 
2003 

Interview 
Question 12 

2, 3, 4 

13. How do women and men differ in their approaches to  
      principal leadership? 

Boeckmann & Dickenson 
2001; Afolabi, Nweke, & 
Stephens 2003; Gaziel, H. 
2003 

Interview 
Question 13 

2, 3, 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 4 

REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The establishment of public education for the good of the people has, in itself, 

been the catalyst of the change that has occurred in educational leadership through the 

years; and the standards-based movement in education, the catalyst of the creation of the 

ISLLC standards. The ISLLC standards established a common knowledge base that 

defined proficiency in the field of educational leadership and offered a set of specific 

behaviors which have since served as a guide to proven successful leadership practice 

and student success.  

The researcher’s purpose for this study was to define principal competencies 

according to the ISLLC standards through a survey completed on high school principals 

by superintendents throughout the state of Georgia, and determine the level of principal 

competency of these principals as perceived by their superintendents. Through the 

utilization of quantitative and qualitative research methods, the researcher used the 

ratings on the ISLLC Standards survey to determine the level of principal competency. 

Follow-up interviews with superintendents were also conducted by the researcher to 

acquire a deeper perspective of superintendents’ perceptions of principal competency 

Once this principal competency was ascertained, student test scores were compared to 

establish whether or not principal competencies predict student achievement. 

Research Questions 

A study (Owings et al., 2005) conducted in the state of Virginia found a 

significant relationship between principal quality and student achievement. . This 
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researcher, therefore, in a similar study, sought to answer the following research 

questions:  

1. To what extent does principal competency, as determined by the ISLLC 

standards, predict overall student achievement?  

2. To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student achievement 

depend on the number of students who are on free and reduced-price lunches? 

3. Are principals with lower principal competency placed in schools with lower 

socioeconomic levels? 

4. To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student achievement 

depend on principal experience in the school? 

Research Design 

The researcher’s purpose for this research was to examine how leadership 

competency, as measured by a survey based on the ISLLC standards, impacts student 

achievement. As such, the investigator largely employed quantitative research with a 

focus on survey methods. Since the researcher’s purpose of for the survey was to 

generalize from a sample to a population so that inferences could be made about principal 

competency, the survey design was preferred by this researcher. Survey data was 

collected at one point rather than over time, therefore, the survey was cross-sectional 

(Cresswell, 2003) containing 18 quantitative items and five dichotomous questions 

regarding demographic data of the principals and their schools.  

However, some components of the study called for qualitative data. For example, 

although the detailed survey served to collect data needed to determine principal 

competency which was then compared to student achievement scores in each principal’s 
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school, two open-ended questions were included on the survey in order to gather a 

personal view from the participants on superintendents’ perception of principal 

competency. Follow-up interviews were also conducted using an interview instrument 

containing 13 items to capture a deeper view of superintendents’ perceptions of principal 

competency – more than could be obtained from a questionnaire or survey. Therefore, 

these qualitative characteristics constituted a mixed-methods study.  

Data on Respondent Characteristics 

Respondents 

 A random search was conducted in each district in the state of Georgia that 

contained at least one high school. In districts which contained only one high school, the 

one high school/principal was chosen. One hundred seventy-one principals (high schools) 

were identified initially in the study. The population of the schools and numbers of 

students in the schools who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was not a 

consideration in the search, nor was the gender, age, and ethnicity of the principals. 

Although “years of experience” was not a consideration for principals’ inclusion in the 

study, one criterion of the principals was that they must have been at their present schools 

during the years of the test scores that were studied. The years included school years 

2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005. 

 Respondents in the study fell into four categories. The first category of 

respondents included the principals who did not want to be included in the study. This 

number included approximately 23% of the total number of principals which were 

initially identified. 
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 The second category of respondents included principals who were not eligible to 

participate. Approximately 29% of the principals who responded in the initial 171 chosen 

or randomly selected were not principals during the required school years. They had all 

come to their present schools within the last three years, varying in the length they had 

been in their schools from one to three years. 

The third and fourth categories of respondents included the two groups of 

respondents that were actually included in this study. The third group of respondents 

consisted of principals from high schools of all socioeconomic levels throughout the state 

of Georgia who gave consent to be involved in the study and consisted of approximately 

36% of the ones who responded in the initial 171 chosen or randomly selected. However, 

considering the number of principals ineligible for inclusion in this study, this percentage 

could be considered approximately 51% of the (assumed) eligible principals who were 

chosen or randomly selected. These principals were men and women who had been at 

their present schools for at least three years, these years including 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 

and 2004-2005. Gender, age, and ethnicity were not a consideration.  

 Respondents from the fourth group of participants included superintendents or 

superintendents’ designees of the principals in the third group of respondents. Although 

district sizes varied, the superintendents were the chief executive officers of the school 

systems and were responsible for the annual evaluation of the principals. The number of 

respondents in this category consisted of 50% of the principals who chose to be included 

in this study. Of this 50%, six principals/districts had to be excluded due to the 

ineligibility of the principals. They had only two years experience at their present 
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schools. The principals in the actual surveyed group, as shown in Table 4.1, consisted of 

92% male and 92% Caucasian. Only 6% were African American and 6% were female. 

 
Table 4.1 
 
Demographic Profiles of Principal Respondents 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Quartile        Principal’s     Principal’s        Principal’s    
              Gender                 Race           Years in School  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Quartile 1   
      
     Principal 1        Male            African American                   6 
 
Quartile 3         
 
     Principal 1                    Male                    Caucasian                                5 
 
     Principal 2        Male                     Caucasian                               10 
 
     Principal 3                    Female                 Caucasian                                7 
 
     Principal 4                    Male                     Caucasian                               12  
 
     Principal 5                    Male                     Caucasian                               5 
 
Quartile 4 
 
     Principal 1                    Male                    Caucasian                                5 
 
     Principal 2        Male                     Caucasian                               5 
 
     Principal 3                    Male                    African American                   6 
 
 Quartile 4 
 
     Principal 4                    Male                     Caucasian                               6  
 
     Principal 5                    Male                     Caucasian                               4 
 
     Principal 6                    Male                    Caucasian                                8 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 
Demographic Profiles of Principal Respondents 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Quartile        Principal’s     Principal’s        Principal’s    
              Gender                 Race           Years in School  
________________________________________________________________________ 
      
     Principal 7        Male                     Caucasian                               9 
  
     Principal 8                    Male                    Caucasian                                5 
 
     Principal 9                    Male                    Caucasian                                7 
 
     Principal 10       Male                     Caucasian                               4 
 
     Principal 11                  Male                     Caucasian                              3.5 
 
     Principal 12                  Male                     Caucasian                               6  
 
     Principal 13                  Male                     Caucasian                               3 
 
     Principal 14                  Male                    Caucasian                                6 
 
     Principal 15       Male                     Caucasian                               4 
 
     Principal 16                  Male                    Caucasian                                5 
 
     Principal 17                  Male                    Caucasian                                4 
 
     Principal 18       Male                     Caucasian                               5 
 
     Principal 19                  Male                    Caucasian                                3 
 
 
 

Demographic Profiles of Principals’  Schools 

The demographic profile of the schools and principals represented in the fourth 

category of respondents and the ones used in this study, depicted in Table 4.2, were 
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examined according to several criteria including the Language Arts and Mathematics 

score averages of the Georgia High School Graduation Test including the years 2002-

2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005, the principal competency scores from the Survey of 

Principal Competencies completed by the superintendents, the number of students in 

each school eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (the poverty level of the schools), and 

the principals’ number of years of experience in the schools. Each of these variables was 

placed into quartiles according to the distribution of data. Since the Language Arts and 

Mathematics test score average was the constant (dependent variable) in the data 

analysis, the demographics of the schools were examined according to the quartiles of 

test score averages for the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 on the GHSGT.  

   Quartile 1 represented schools that had the lowest student achievement scores in 

the distributive data ranging from 75.16 – 80.91. Only one school and principal fell into 

this category. The competency score of this principal was also the lowest of all the 

principals included in the data analysis with an average of 1.44 and, also, whose school 

had the highest number of students on free or reduced-price lunch with a population of 

256 and an ethnicity makeup of 83% black, 11% white, and 6% multiracial students. The 

principal of this school had been at the school for six years. 

The distribution of the data included no school in Quartile 2 with student 

achievement ranging from 80.92 – 86.67. Quartile 3, however, included five schools and 

principals with student achievement ranging from 86.68 – 92.43. Competency scores of 

these principals ranged in the third and fourth quartiles of the principal competency 

scores in the distribution with the mean of 4.41. This competency score mean actually 

falls into the highest quartile of principal competency scores – Quartile 4. The number of 
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students on free or reduced-price lunch in these schools ranged in the second and third 

quartiles of the poverty levels with a mean of 51.86 – Quartile 3 of the poverty levels. 

School populations for these five schools ranged from 509 to 1,484 (M = 1046.80) with 

an ethnicity composition of 40% white, 50.4% black, and 5% Hispanic students. Asian 

and multiracial students did not make up a significant population. Principal experience in 

the schools for principals in this quartile ranged from five to 12 years with a mean of 7.8 

years. 

Finally, Quartile 4 represented schools that had the highest student achievement 

scores in the distributive data ranging from 92.44 – 98.14. The majority of the schools 

and principals fell into this quartile with 19 schools and principals being represented. 

Competency scores of these principals ranged in the third and fourth quartiles of the 

principal competency scores in the distribution with the mean of 4.14. This competency 

score mean, like that of the principals in Quartile 3, fell into the highest quartile of 

principal competency scores – Quartile 4. The number of students on free or reduced-

price lunch in these schools varied among quartiles one, two, and three of the poverty 

levels with a slight majority of eight schools being in the lowest poverty level quartile. 

Six schools in the quartile of highest student achievement were in Quartile 3 of the 

poverty level quartiles followed by five schools in Quartile 2 of the poverty levels. The 

mean of the number of free or reduced-price lunches for schools in Quartile 4 of student 

achievement was 31.69 and falls in Quartile 2 of poverty levels. School populations 

ranged from 451 to 2,308 (M = 1119.21), with an ethnicity structure of 66% white, 24% 

black, and 4% Hispanic students. Principal experience in the schools for principals in this 
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quartile ranged from three to nine years with a mean of 5.23 years – the lowest quartile of 

principal experience. 

 
Table 4.2 
 
Demographic Profiles of Principal Respondents’  Schools and Competency Scores 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
                      Competency    Score         Poverty                                  Ethnic Groups             
Quartile               Score Averages        Index       Population         W    B     H     A 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Quartile 1   
 
     Principal 1         1.44           75.16          93.66           254               .11   .83     0     0 
 
Quartile 3 
  
     Principal 1         4.66           92.16          61.00           920              .53   .35   .09   .01 
 
     Principal 2         4.38           86.99          57.66           906              .31   .65   .01   .02 
 
     Principal 3         5.00           90.66          44.00         1484              .28   .52   .15   .03 
 
     Principal 4         4.72           89.16          46.00         1415              .30   .65   .01   .02  
 
     Principal 5         3.33           91.99          50.66           509              .60   .35   .04   .01 
 
Quartile 4 
 
     Principal 1         3.44           94.66          65.66          1177              .33    .66   .01   0           
 
     Principal 2         4.11           94.00          67.33            461              .45    .53   .02   0        
 
     Principal 3         3.50           92.99          58.00          1096              .41    .58   .01   0       
 
     Principal 4         4.50           93.83          50.66            869              .57    .39   .02   .01 
 
     Principal 5         4.61           93.49          56.33            509              .44    .55   .01    0 
 
     Principal 6         3.94           97.16          11.00           1224              .81    .10   .03   .01            
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Table 4.2 (continued) 
 
Demographic Profiles of Principal Respondents’  Schools and Competency Scores 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
                      Competency    Score         Poverty                                  Ethnic Groups             
Quartile               Score Averages        Index       Population         W    B     H     A 
_______________________________________________________________________     
 
Quartile 4  
 
     Principal 7         3.55             92.83          42.66             694              .50    .47     0    .02 
        
     Principal 8         5.00             98.16            8.00            1300             .54    .39   .03   .02     
 
     Principal 9        2.88              93.66           21.00           1447             .55    .38   .04   .02            
      
     Principal 10      3.77              97.33             6.66           2308             .88    .02   .07   .02        
 
     Principal 11      4.61              95.16           17.33           1996             .46    .13   .15   .24 
 
     Principal 12      4.72              94.49           30.00          1384              .76    .14   .04   .05         
 
     Principal 13      4.72              94.00           23.00            474              .81    .13   .03   .01             
 
     Principal 14      3.94              94.33           11.00             451             .92    .07     0    .01             
 
     Principal 15      4.61              94.49           21.66           1655             .83    .03   .11   .02       
 
     Principal 16      5.00              95.66           39.66             622             .89     0     .08   .01               
 
     Principal 17     3.38               94.33           38.66             750             .98     0       0      0           
 
     Principal 18      4.38              92.83           29.00           1243     .56    .40    .02   .01       
 
     Principal 19      4.05              95.66           22.00           1605             .84    .14    .01   .01    
 
Note. School Ethnic Groups are reported in percentages where C = Caucasian, B = Black, H = Hispanic,  
 
and A = Asian. 
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Findings on Quantitative Analysis 

The percentages of students passing the GHSGT underwent a principal 

components analysis to generate a single regression-based factor score for each school, 

averaging Language Arts and Mathematics scores for the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, 

and 2004-2005. These scores were then grouped into quartiles Q1 (low ratings) to Q4 

(high ratings). A principal components analysis of individual item scores was performed 

to generate a single “principal competency” regression-based factor score. Principals 

were then grouped into quartiles Q1 (low ratings) to Q4 (high ratings) based on this 

factor score. The poverty level of each school was taken from the percentage of students 

who are eligible in each school for free or reduced-price lunch. These percentages were 

grouped into quartiles Q1 (low poverty) to Q4 (high poverty). The principals’ number of 

years experience in their schools was grouped into quartiles Q1 (least number of years) to 

Q4 (most number of years) according to the distribution of data.  

A simple linear regression (see Tables 4.4, 4.6, 4.8), was calculated to predict 

student test scores based on principal competency, the number of students eligible for 

free or reduced-priced lunch in the school (poverty level of the school), and the 

principal’s number of years experience in the school.  

Following the simple linear regression calculation on each of the independent 

variables (principal competency, poverty level, and years of experience), a multiple linear 

regression (see Table 4.3) was calculated to predict student test scores based on principal 

competency, the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunches in the 

school (poverty level of the school), and the principals’ years experience in the present 

school. With all the variables taken together, a significant regression equation was found 
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(F[3, 21] = 5.937, p<.05), with an R2 of .459, Adjusted R2 = .382. Students’ predicted test 

scores are equal to 3.770 – .273 (COMPETENCY) + -.348 (POVERTY) + -.193 

(YEARS), where competency is measured in averages, poverty is measured in 

percentages and principals’ years of experience in a school of students are measured in 

years. All were grouped in quartiles. The adjusted R2 = .382 anticipates the amount of 

shrinkage that would be observed if this study were to be replicated with a larger sample 

size. This indicates that approximately 38% of the variability in the criterion variable is 

predictable on the basis of the three predictor variables. In other words, the principal 

competency factor score of the principal, the poverty level of the school, and the 

principal’s years of experience in the school, taken together, accounted for about 38% of 

the variability in student test scores on the Georgia High School Graduation Test.  

 
Table 4.3  
 
Multiple Regression Predicting Student Achievement (Score Averages), Principal  
Competency, Poverty Level, and Principals’ Years of Experience in a School 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Model                     Sum of Squares        df           Mean Square           F                     Sig. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Regression                  5.250                     3                1.750                5.937                 .004a

 
Residual                      6.190                    21                .295                 
 
Total                          11.440                    24     
            
Note. The predictors are COMPETENCY, POVERTY, and YEARS and the dependent variable is 

AVERAGES 
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Research Question 1: To what extent does principal competency as determined by the 

ISLLC standards predict overall student achievement? 

A simple linear regression, as shown in Table 4.4, was calculated predicting 

student test scores based on the principal competency score on the Survey of Principal 

Competencies. A significant regression equation was found (F[3, 21] = 4.672, p < .05), 

with an R2 of .169 and revealed a significant relationship (.041, p < .05) between 

principal competency and student achievement. Based upon the results, principals with 

high competency scores increased student achievement more than principals with low 

competency scores. 

 
Table 4.4  
 
Simple Linear Regression Involving Principal Competency and Student Achievement 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

              Variable                                 B                   SE B              β              Sig. 
________________________________________________________________________         
 
Test score averages (Constant)       2.417                .578                               .001 
 
Principal competency                       .371                .172            .411             .041 
 
Note. The dependent variable (Constant) is the student test score averages. 
 
 

The multiple linear regression calculation, as depicted in Table 4.5, however, did 

not reveal a significant relationship between principal competency and student 

achievement (.079, p > .05). These results suggest that, when taken together with poverty 

and principal experience in a school, principal competency was not a predictor of student 

achievement. In other words, the two independent variables depress the effect of principal 

competency in student achievement. 
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Table 4.5 
 
Multiple Regression Predicting Student Achievement (Score Averages), Principal  
Competency, Poverty Level, and Principals’ Years of Experience in a School 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

              Variable                                 B                   SE B              β              Sig. 
________________________________________________________________________         
 
Test score averages (Constant)       3.770                .648                                .000 
 
Principal competency                       .273                .148            .302             .079 
 
Poverty level of the school              -.348               .122           -.471             .010 
 
Principal’s years experience            -.193               .137           -.229             .173 
 
Note. The dependent variable (Constant) is the student test score averages 
 
 

Research Question 2: To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student 

achievement depend on the number of students who are on free and reduced priced 

lunches? 

A simple linear regression (see Table 4.6) was calculated predicting student test 

scores based on the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. A 

significant regression equation was found (F[1, 23] = 10.538, p < .05), with an R2 of .314 

and revealed a significant negative relationship (-.414., p < .05) between student test 

scores and the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. This suggests 

that the socioeconomic status of the school had a significant correlation to student 

achievement in that the higher the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch in a school, the lower the student achievement scores. Increased student 
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achievement was found in schools with lower numbers of students eligible for free or 

reduced-price lunch.  

 
Table 4.6 
 
Simple Linear Regression Involving Student Achievement and Poverty 
  
________________________________________________________________________ 
              Variable                                 B                   SE B              β              Sig. 
________________________________________________________________________         
 
Test score averages (Constant)       4.525                .285                                .000 
 
Poverty level of the school              -.414               .128           -.561             .004 
 
Note. The dependent variable (Constant) is the student test score averages 

 

A multiple linear regression, as depicted in Table 4.5 also revealed a significant 

regression between the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and 

student test scores (.001, p < .05). This implies that the socioeconomic status of the 

school had a significant correlation to student achievement in that the higher the number 

of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in a school, the lower the student 

achievement scores. Increased student achievement was found in schools with lower 

numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.  

In order to determine if the impact of principal competency on student 

achievement defers based on the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch, the chi-square test of independence, as shown in Table 4.7, was performed. A 

significant effect was found (χ2[9, N = 25] = 27.784, p < .05). The competency scores of 

principals in schools where the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch is high, student achievement is more likely to be negatively impacted. In other 
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words, with χ2of 27.784, results indicate that principal competency depends on school 

poverty. This finding is also consistent with the one on Table 4.6 in which a school 

poverty index depresses the effect of principals’ competency on student achievement. 

 
Table 4.7.  
 
Effect of School Poverty on Principal Competency  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

              Test                                     Value                 df                     Asymp. Sig. 
            (2-sided 
________________________________________________________________________         
 
Pearson Chi-Square                       27.784                    9                                .001 
 
Likelihood Ratio                            11.368                    9                                .251 
 
Linear-by-Linear                                .945                    1                                .331 
 
Association N of Valid Cases              .25                
 
Note. a. 16 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 04. 

 

Research Question 3: Are principals with lower Principal Competency scores placed in 

schools with lower-socioeconomic levels? 

 Based on the simple linear regression which was calculated predicting student test 

scores based on the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and the 

follow-up chi-square test of independence to determine if the impact of principal 

competency on student achievement was dependent on the number of students eligible for 

free or reduced-price lunch, data suggests that principals with lower competency are 

placed in schools with higher numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch. 
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Research Question 4: To what extent does the impact of principal competency on student 

achievement depend on principal experience in the school? 

 A simple linear regression, as shown in Table 4.8, was calculated predicting the 

extent the impact of principal competency on student achievement depends on principal 

experience in the school. The regression equation was not significant (F[1, 23] = 2.45,  

p > .05) with an R2 of .057. A principal’s years of experience in a school is not a predictor 

of student achievement.  

 

Table 4.8.  

Simple Linear Regression Involving Student Achievement and Principal Experience 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
              Variable                                 B                   SE B              β              Sig. 
________________________________________________________________________         
 
Test score averages (Constant)       4.100                .300                                .000 
 
Principal’s years experience            -.262               .168           -.310             .131 
 
Note. The dependent variable (Constant) is the student test score averages 

 

A multiple linear regression, as depicted in Table 4.5, revealed an insignificant 

regression, as well, between the years of experience a principal has in the present high 

school and student achievement. An inverse relationship (-.193, p < .05) and a 

significance factor (.173, p < .05) between the number of years a principal has been in the 

high school and the average test score in the school was found. The number of years of 

principal experience in the same high school is not a predictor of student achievement. 
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Findings on Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative data were gathered through short answer and dichotomous questions 

on the Survey of Principal Competencies and through interviews of superintendents or 

their designees, purposely chosen by their willingness to participate and their proximity 

to the researcher, concerning the effectiveness of school leadership and student success. 

Several themes emerged from the researcher’s interviews with superintendents that 

coincided with the open-ended questions on the Survey of Principal Competencies. These 

consisted of principal effectiveness according to: 1. superintendents’ perspectives, 2. 

initiatives implemented in the schools, 3. principal characteristics, 4. leadership 

standards, 5. extraneous and pertinent factors within the school and school community, 6. 

principal tenure in a school, and 7. race and gender. The end result of this data collection 

process was the identification of four themes central to the competency level of a 

principal and to student achievement in the school. These four facets are: 1. Interpersonal 

and Communication Skills, 2. Culture Building (Shared Values), 3. High Expectations for 

Students, and 4. High Quality Faculty and Staff. 

Interpersonal and Communication Skills 

Superintendents were asked questions which consisted of characteristics of 

effective principals. Each participant included behaviors of leadership that were 

necessary for effectiveness in a school. Some suggested that good management skills are 

obviously important for the school to be able to function properly. “They have to have the 

ability to manage as ‘premadonnas’,” said one superintendent. He continued that 

principals have to be outstanding stars, but, at the same time, cannot destroy morale. 
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Intelligence is another necessary trait. One superintendent felt strongly that 

maintaining the persona of the principal as the instructional leader of the school is an 

extremely important characteristic for effective principals. Another superintendent 

participant stated this similarly, but added that a principal cannot be the only instructional 

leader. “They (principals) have to rely on teacher leaders.” Important to all participants, 

however, was the attribute of interpersonal and communication skills that are absolutely 

imperative in dealing with parents, faculty, and the school community (the stakeholders). 

“They have to have people skills,” said one superintendent. Another stated, “The kids and 

the parents are our customers, and they have to be treated as such.” 

Culture Building 

Directly related to interpersonal and communication skills, superintendent 

participants all stated, is the skill of building and fostering a culture in the school where 

shared values exist among the students, faculty, and all stakeholders. For students to be 

successful, all members of the community must have values that are shared by all and 

where schools are considered a placed of honor and where there is harmony among the 

members of the school community. 

All participants stated that building a culture cannot take place overnight, and it is 

no easy task. One superintendent felt that a principal must remain in a position long 

enough to make a mark on a school and still maintain the respect of the faculty and staff. 

Principals who remain in a position for many years and who near retirement age run the 

risk of becoming “burned out” or complacent. For this reason, many superintendents 

move principals after several years. Principal longevity in a school can be very helpful 
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for student success, but only if the principal remains active and continues to make the 

necessary changes in education as education mandates change and as society changes.  

High Expectations for Students 

Societal changes and socioeconomic circumstances cannot change the 

expectations principals and faculties have for students. The belief that all students can 

learn is necessary for school leaders to be effective and is a statement that all participants 

used. “Student success and expectations should not be different,” stated one 

superintendent. Although impoverished schools pose a challenge to school leadership, 

principals must know the needs of the students and faculty and how to address them.  

One need, and a big block to the student success rate that one superintendent sees 

involving impoverished children, is the lack of access to technology. Many students do 

not have computers in their homes. Students and parents suffer, consequently, if the 

school administration and faculty do not take this into consideration when assigning 

homework or when trying to communicate with parents. Homework is an issue in 

impoverished schools. One superintendent stated that some students don’t have lights at 

home, so homework is not important or cannot be completed at home.  

“The way a person deals with parents of impoverished students is important,” said 

one participant, “…and some principals are well-suited for that environment.” They and 

their faculties “must be able to deal with students of all levels.” One superintendent’s 

solution to this was to “treat all students as if they are gifted and talented.” 

High Quality Faculty and Staff 

Choosing the right people is not only a good practice for principals in 

impoverished schools, but one that all superintendent participants feel effective principals 
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should use as they build their faculties and their school cultures. One participant stated 

the necessity to have a competent staff and the need to listen to their recommendations. 

“Principals need to get the right instructional people working in the school who can 

implement district initiatives…This is the key to being able to delegate and build teacher 

leaders,” one superintendent said.  

 The two questions contained on the Survey of Principal Competencies and that 

were asked in the interview involved principal effectiveness in addressing student 

learning and the importance of leadership standards. The results follow. 

Principal Effectiveness in Addressing Student Learning 

 Superintendent respondents were asked if the principal they were evaluating for 

this study addressed student learning. Interestingly, no matter what the ratings on the 

Survey of Principal Competencies, 93% of the respondents reported on the survey that the 

principal had effectively addressed student learning at his or her school.  

 Four out of four superintendent participants who were interviewed believed the 

principal in their district who was surveyed had been very effective in addressing student 

learning. When asked what these principals had done that made them effective according 

to the superintendents’ perspectives, many reasons were given.  

One superintendent said that the principal had created an environment where 

teachers come together to examine student data. “He is able to identify major areas where 

improvement is needed. Another superintendent discussed the positive atmosphere the 

principal had created. Creating the positive environment was attributed to bolstering the 

faculty and creating a school within a school to eliminate the “largeness” of the school. 
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 Meeting with the administrative staff and department heads regularly to go over 

curriculum is an effective practice one principal does. He is also “out and about” in the 

classrooms to see where the work is getting done and what needs to be done to improve. 

 “All students should be entitled to a full scholarship to the school of their choice,” 

said one superintendent. “Working with the counselors to boost the chances of students 

receiving scholarships is one initiative that principal has done well.” 

Importance of Leadership Standards 

 Leadership standards such as the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) standards and their indicators are research based and recognize the qualities of 

effective school leadership. Most superintendent respondents in this study (93%) reported 

that they feel leadership standards are important in addressing the qualities necessary for 

effective leadership.  

 Follow-up interviews with superintendents revealed that all participants felt that 

leadership standards such as the ISLLC standards address the qualities necessary for 

effective leadership. “They are a guide, but are not an absolute,” said one participant. 

Another superintendent agreed that standards are not absolute. “Leadership is an art,” he 

stated, “…innate, born, and developed long before we get to graduate school.” 

Although all superintendents felt that the ISLLC standards address the qualities 

necessary for effective leadership, three of the four superintendents use the Georgia 

Leadership Evaluation Instrument (GLEI) to evaluate their principals. One superintendent 

uses his own evaluation instrument that involves a combination of things within the 

district. Some of these include gathering data from the faculty, parents, and auxiliary 

services, examining student achievement data, and the superintendent’s data which 
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involves interactions with the principals. None of the superintendents considered the 

ISLLC standards or any leadership standards in their evaluation process, however. 

Summary 

The researcher’s purpose for this study was to define principal competency 

according to the ISLLC standards through a survey completed on high school principals 

by superintendents throughout the state of Georgia and determine the level of principal 

competency of these principals as it is perceived by the superintendents. Through the 

utilization of quantitative and qualitative research methods, the researcher used the 

ratings on the ISLLC Standards survey to determine the level of principal competency. 

Once this principal competency was ascertained, student test scores were compared to 

establish whether or not principal competency predicts student achievement.  

Because research shows that other factors contribute to the perceived competency 

of a principal or to student achievement, variables other than the principal competency 

variable were included in the data analysis. These variables included the number of 

students in the schools who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and the principals’ 

years of experience in the schools. 

 A simple and multiple linear regression was conducted involving these four 

variables with student test scores being the constant or dependent variable. The 

researcher’s findings from the simple linear regression show that a significant 

relationship exists between student test scores and principal competency as well as the 

number of students in a school who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. The Chi-

square test of independence also showed that a significant relationship exists between 

principal competency and high poverty schools, meaning that students who rated lower 
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on principal competency were also in the schools with the lowest student achievement. A 

principal’s years of experience in a school was not a significant factor. 

Following the simple linear regression, a multiple linear regression was 

conducted. The multiple linear regression showed a significant relationship between 

student test scores and the poverty level of the school, but not between student test scores 

and principal competency. A significance between student achievement and the 

principals years of experience in a school was still nonexistent.  

Results from the qualitative data show that participants felt leadership standards 

such as the ISLLC standards do include the qualities necessary for effective school 

leadership; but, overall, standards were not considered in the evaluations of the principals 

who were surveyed. Certain qualities or practices are included, however, and some of 

these are: 1. Interpersonal and Communication Skills, 2. Culture Building (Shared 

Values), 3. High Expectations for Students, and 4. High Quality Faculty and Staff. 

 School leadership is a multi-faceted phenomenon. Data show many results and 

educational leaders have many opinions, but all research shows that effective principals 

consider student success as the ultimate measure of effective leadership. 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

 Principal leadership has been the guiding force of change in public education, 

meeting the challenges of the system and moving schools toward their established 

missions through the fostering of mutual cooperation, emotional support, and personal 

growth among the members of the organization (Seifert & Vornberg, 2002). The 

evolution of the principalship involved the establishment of leadership standards. In 

November of 1996, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), formed 

by the Chief Council of State School Officers (CCSSO), released the ISLLC Standards 

for School Leaders (CCSSO, 1996). The consortium’s purpose in linking educational 

leadership and productive schools was: (a) to reshape the concepts of school leadership 

and (b) to raise the level of expertise among school leaders (Shipman & Veir, 1999). 

 The ISLLC standards for school leaders offered a consistency in the expectations 

and qualities that defined proficiency in the field of educational leadership. This 

proficiency has become much more meaningful to school districts throughout the country 

since the enactment of No Child Left Behind. Adequate yearly progress (AYP) which 

occurs, or does not, in many schools, is a reflection on instruction. As school leaders are 

considered the instructional leaders in their schools, student achievement rates, defined 

by high-stakes testing, become a reflection on the leadership of the school.  

Many studies have been conducted in attempts to link principal effectiveness and 

student achievement (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; 

Owings, Kaplan, & Nunnery, 2005; Thompson & Legler, 2003), but have failed to show 
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statistically significant evidence that school leadership indeed impacts student 

achievement at the high school level. Studies of high performing schools, however, show 

that these schools tend to have principals that possess the characteristics of effective 

principals defined by leadership standards (Bell, 2001; Brock & Groth, 2003, McGee, 

2004, Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). 

A study recently completed in the state of Virginia by Owings, Kaplan, and 

Nunnery (2005) obtained significant results linking principal quality to student 

achievement and concentrated on specific attributes of leadership by using a rubric based 

on the ISLLC Standards for evaluating principals’ practices. However, Owings et al. 

study did not show a statistical significance on the impact of quality principals on student 

achievement at the high school level in the state of Virginia. This researcher’s purpose 

for this study, therefore, was to determine to what extent principal competency, as 

determined by the ISLLC standards, predicts overall student achievement in Georgia high 

schools.  

Because researchers’ findings have shown that other factors contribute to 

superintendents’ perceived competency of a principal or to student achievement, 

variables other than principal competency were included in the data analysis. These 

variables included the number of students in the schools who are eligible for free or 

reduced-price lunch (poverty level) and the principals’ years of experience in the schools. 

Therefore, this researcher also sought to determine to what extent the impact of principal 

competency on student achievement depends on the number of students who are on free 

and reduced-price lunches; and, based on this information, if principals with lower 

principal competency are placed in schools with lower socioeconomic levels. Finally, this 
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researcher sought to determine to what extent the impact of principal competency on 

student achievement depends on principal experience in the school. 

Analysis of Research Findings 

 A simple and multiple linear regression were conducted involving these four 

variables with student test scores being the constant, or, dependent variable. Findings 

from the simple linear regression showed that a significant relationship exists between 

student test scores and principal competency as well as the number of students in a school 

who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (poverty level). The Chi-square test of 

independence also showed that a significant relationship exists between principal 

competency and high poverty schools, meaning that students who rated lower on 

principal competency were also in the schools with the lowest student achievement. A 

principal’s years of experience in a school was not a significant factor. 

Following the simple linear regression, a multiple linear regression was 

conducted. The multiple linear regression showed a significant relationship between 

student test scores and the poverty level of the school, but not between student test scores 

and principal competency. A significance between student achievement and the 

principals’ years of experience in a school was still nonexistent.  

 An analysis was run on the quantitative data, and short-answer questions on the 

Survey of Principal Competencies were analyzed. The researcher’s findings indicated that 

most superintendent respondents in this study (92%) reported that they feel leadership 

standards are important in addressing the qualities necessary for effective leadership. 

Ninety-two percent of the respondents reported that the principal had effectively 
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addressed student learning at his or her school regardless of the item ratings or the overall 

principal competency score on the Survey of Principal Competencies. 

Interviews were then conducted by the researcher to get an expressive depiction 

of how superintendents perceive effective principals. The end result of this data 

collection process was the identification of four themes central to the competency level of 

a principal and to student achievement in the school. These four facets are: 1. 

Interpersonal and Communication Skills, 2. Culture Building (Shared Values), 3. High 

Expectations for Students, and 4. High Quality Faculty and Staff. 

Discussion of Research Findings 

Student Achievement and Principal Competency 

 Principal competency was shown to be a significant predictor of student 

achievement using Language Arts and Mathematics score averages on the GHSGT from 

the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 as the dependent variable and principal 

competency ratings on the Survey of Principal Competencies as one of three independent 

variables. These were grouped into quartiles according to the distribution of the data. 

Competency scores of the principals in the highest student achievement quartile had 

competency scores that ranged in the upper two quartiles (Q3 and Q4). However, when 

other factors were taken into consideration such as the number of students eligible for 

free or reduced-price lunch and the principals’ years of experience in a school, principal 

competency was not a significant predictor of student achievement. 

 Qualitative data derived from superintendent interviews revealed that 

superintendents’ perspectives of principal competency involved more than student 

achievement data, although that is extremely important. Principal competency has much 
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to do with interpersonal and communication skills in dealing with faculties, parents, and 

the school community.  

Several explanations may account for the results in this study involving principal 

competency and student achievement. The ISLLC standards serve as a foundation for 

effective school leadership, and an effective school leader’s mission is a focus on 

teaching and learning and a commitment to a culture of high standards and expectations 

for all (Hessel & Holloway, 2003). However, principal competency is a multi-

dimensional phenomenon. 

Other research that offers explanations for the results in this study is that 

completed by Owings et al. (2005) on principal quality and student achievement in 

Virginia. Owings et al. investigated this concept at three academic levels: elementary, 

middle school, and high school. A significant relationship was found at the elementary 

(grades three and five), but there was no significant relationship found at the middle or 

high school levels. This, according to Owings et al. may be due, in part, to the size of 

schools. Where elementary schools tend to be smaller and have fewer faculty members 

than middle or high schools, impact of effective instructional elementary leadership may 

be stronger (Owings et al.). In other words, principals may have less instructional impact 

on a large faculty where classroom visits may be less frequent (Owings et al.).  

Another explanation for the insignificant relationship at the high school level may 

be drawn from Papa et al.’s (2002) study of the attributes and career paths of principals. 

Papa et al.’s findings indicated that principal mobility rates in New York were high, but 

that more elementary principals tended to remain in the same school rather than did those 

in middle or high schools (Papa et al.).  
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The instructional impact principals have on their schools means working with the 

school community to establish a common mission and instructional vision and creating a 

collaborative school culture which facilitates continuous school improvement (Hallinger 

& Heck, 1996; Owings, 2005). In addition to this, the principal’s role involves selecting 

and retaining quality teachers and improving, or even removing, low performing teachers 

(Owings et al.). In successful human resource planning, Lunenburg and Ornstein (2000) 

considered such elements as identifying staffing needs, forecasting available personnel, 

and determining what personnel additions and/or replacements are necessary to maintain 

a staff which can fulfill the mission and vision of the school. Sustaining a community of 

workers whose aim is to fulfill the school’s mission and vision requires that the leader, as 

manager, understand and respond to the needs their employees bring to work (Bolman & 

Deal, 1991). All of these responsibilities contribute to instructional quality which, 

according to Owings et al., is integral in raising or maintaining student achievement 

(Owings et al.). 

Timperley (2005) suggested that instructional leadership cannot be accomplished 

alone or without the necessary expertise in improving the capacity of individuals within 

the school community to promote the context of school improvement. Effective 

leadership is, essentially, achieving results through others (Hallinger and Heck, 1996) and 

“abandoning oneself to the strengths of others” (DePree, 1989, p. xvi). Great leaders, 

Collins (2001) stated, attribute the success of the organization to factors other than 

themselves and take responsibility when failure occurs. Therefore, it may be easy to place 

the “blame” for failure on the school leader who is the ultimate authority of the school 

when, in reality, many factors functioning together make a successful school. 
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Raw scores may give misconceptions about the successfulness of a school leader. 

A principal who is perceived as competent according to leadership standards, may, 

indeed, be competent, and student test scores may reflect this; but whether or not a 

principal is perceived as competent because of test scores, or the test scores are what they 

are because of this competency is unclear until other factors are considered. The multiple 

regression helped the researcher answer this important question about principal 

competency.  

How standards figure into this phenomenon is an enigma except that it is shown 

in the qualitative data that superintendents believe leadership standards to address the 

qualities necessary for effective leadership. The data analysis also showed that the 

principals who rated highest on the Survey of Principal Competencies, based on the 

ISLLC standards, also served schools who rated the highest in student achievement. 

Clearly, there is a link between principal competency and student achievement. 

Furthermore, Owings et al. (2005) offers the possible explanation of newer principals 

scoring higher on the ISLLC standards survey because newer principals may be more 

familiar with the standards having more recently come through accredited programs. 

Nevertheless, the researcher’s findings indicate that principal competency does not 

predict student achievement in Georgia High Schools when other factors enter into the 

circumstances of the school leaders.  

Student Achievement and School Poverty 

The second of the three independent variables was the number of students in a 

school who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (poverty level). It was shown to be 

a significant predictor of student achievement in both the simple linear regression and the 
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multiple linear regression using Language Arts and Mathematics score averages on the 

GHSGT from the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004-2005 as the dependent variable 

and the percentage of students in a school who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 

(poverty level) as the independent variable. This suggests that the socioeconomic status 

of the school had a significant correlation to student achievement in that the higher the 

number of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in a school, the lower the 

student achievement scores. Increased student achievement was found in schools with 

lower numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.  

In order to determine if the impact of principal competency on student 

achievement was dependent on the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price 

lunch, the chi-square test of independence was performed. A significant difference was 

found. The competency scores of principals in schools where the number of students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch is high, student achievement is more likely to be 

negatively impacted. In other words, the researcher’s results indicated that principal 

competency, according to the superintendents’ ratings, depends on school poverty. 

Follow-up interviews with superintendents revealed that principals in 

impoverished schools must have the same expectations for the students as principals in 

schools that do not have high numbers of students on free or reduced-price lunch. 

Although all superintendents agreed that leading an impoverished school requires that the 

principal understand how to deal with parents and students of poverty, student learning 

expectations should not be different. 

These findings concur with Owings, Kaplan, and Nunnery’s study (2005) on 

quality principals and student achievement whose findings stated that, after controlling 
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for percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and school-level 

achievement, schools with principals who rated the lowest on quality tended to work in 

schools with higher numbers of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and that 

were the lowest achieving. Owings et al. had several possible explanations for this 

including the possibility that these principals are placed in high poverty schools because 

they are less capable or that other factors influence the principal quality. Furthermore, 

teacher turnover is high in high-poverty schools because the challenges make these 

schools less attractive (Owings et al.). Like Bell (2001), Owings et al. suggested that the 

lack of parent involvement, and, more especially, the lack of dynamic parent involvement 

may mean that a less dynamic principal is placed in these schools. 

It is not clear from the data analysis whether less capable principals are placed in 

high poverty schools, whether they are perceived as being less capable, or if other factors 

contribute to principal competency. For example, typically, schools that have high 

numbers of students who are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch have lower 

achieving students (Bell, 2001). However, it is not just one intervention or one 

component of these interventions that makes a difference in high poverty schools 

(McGee, 2004). Many things working together such as a caring staff, parental 

involvement, a strong curriculum implementation, professional development that 

coincides with the school improvement plan, and strong leadership makes a difference in 

high poverty schools (McGee). Therefore, it stands to reason that, when taking into 

consideration all of these factors, diagnosing the problem of low achievement in high 

poverty schools becomes complex.  
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Student Achievement and Principals Experience in a School 

 A simple and multiple linear regression was calculated using Language Arts and 

Mathematics score averages on the GHSGT from the years 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 

2004-2005 as the dependent variable and the principals’ number of years experience in a 

school as the third independent variable. A significant relationship was not found in the 

simple calculation or when taken together with principal competency or poverty.  

 In addition to the quantitative results, interviews conducted by the researcher 

revealed that superintendents consider years of experience in a school insignificant, as 

well. Student achievement and school culture are the indicators of principal effectiveness. 

The number of years the principal has been at the school did not matter.   

These findings are similar to those in the Owings et al. (2005) study on principal 

quality and student achievement. A portion of the Owings’ et al. study sought to 

determine if years of experience in the same school had an effect on student achievement. 

Results showed that principals in Virginia who had the longest tenure in a school also had 

the lowest quality ranking, the highest poverty, and the lowest achieving students. In fact, 

principals who ranked the lowest on principal quality had significantly more years of 

experience in the schools than did any of the higher quality ranking principals.  

Contrary to the results of the Owings et al. (2005) study, Papa, Lankford, and 

Wyckoff (2002) suggested from their study examining attributes of principals in the state 

of New York, that principals were entering the profession with little experience. This lack 

of experience, according to Papa et al., is inadequate. Afolabi, Nweke, and Stephens 

(2003) also indicated in their study of principals in the state of Georgia that the attrition 

rate of principals is high and that principals are leaving the profession to principals with 
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less experience and quality. Nevertheless, the researcher’s findings from this study 

clearly show that principal experience in a school is not a significant factor in the level of 

student achievement, but, in fact, it was the principals with an average of 5.23 years who 

actually had the highest achieving students. Owings’ et al. (2006) explanation of this, 

again, may be due to the fact that newer principals may have more recently come through 

a program from an accredited institution where leadership standards were an integral part 

of the curriculum. 

Importance of Leadership Standards 

Most superintendent respondents in this study (93%) reported that they feel 

leadership standards are important in addressing the qualities necessary for effective 

leadership. The researcher’s findings indicated that the principals who rated highest on 

the Survey of Principal Competencies, based on the ISLLC standards, also served schools 

who rated the highest in student achievement.  

Interviews with superintendents revealed that, although leadership standards 

address the qualities that principals need in order to be effective, they are only a guide to 

what makes a principal effective. The principal must perform the practices outlined in the 

standards in order to be effective. 

Research has shown that effective principal leadership positively affects student 

success (Hessel & Holloway, 2003; Owings et al., 2005; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2005). Successful schools are characterized by 

purpose-filled, purpose-driven instructional principal leadership, and the ISLLC 

standards provide a clearly focused, integrated view of the school leader’s mission to 

promote the success of all students (Hessel & Holloway).  
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Standards are considered by many educators and community leaders to be the 

vessel for the survival of the public schools, and the ISLLC standards’ intent, upon their 

construction, was to serve as a foundation for effective school leadership and to provide a 

common language for defining, or redefining, the role of the school leader (Hessel & 

Holloway, 2003). It is an obligation and function of school leaders to be able to recognize 

and absorb the responsibilities required of educational leaders that promote student 

success (Hessel & Holloway).  

Principal Effectiveness in Addressing Student Learning 

 Superintendent respondents were asked if the principal they were evaluating for 

this study addressed student learning. Interestingly, no matter what the ratings on the 

Survey of Principal Competencies, 93% of the respondents reported that the principal had 

effectively addressed student learning at his or her school. Furthermore, all 

superintendents who were interviewed stated that the principal they surveyed was 

effective in addressing student learning. 

 Educational leadership encompasses a wide range of responsibilities that are 

placed on the principal leader. These responsibilities cannot be accomplished alone 

(Temperley, 2005), and, perhaps, superintendents realize this as they look at an overall 

picture of principals as they evaluate them. Superintendents who were interviewed placed 

equal amounts of weight on all aspects of the principalship as they evaluated their 

principals rather than basing their evaluations solely on student achievement in the 

schools.  

However, the superintendents’ responses on the survey question coincide with 

Reeves’ (2004) research on principal evaluations where results in his study showed that 
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82% of the principals interviewed in his study of the evaluation of principals found 

leadership evaluations to be ambiguous, inconsistent, and counterproductive. Fewer than 

half of the principals interviewed felt their evaluations had anything to do with student 

achievement, only 54% found their evaluations to be based on clear standards, and only 

47% felt that their evaluations were sufficiently specific to help them improve their 

performance (Reeves). Consistent with Reeves’ (2004) findings, the results in Davis and 

Hensley’s (1999) study showed that thirteen of the 14 principals interviewed viewed their 

formal evaluation process as perfunctory, shallow, inconsistent, and a waste of time. 

Conclusions 

Student Achievement and Principal Competency 

 Broad conceptualizations that drive this study are that principal leadership affects 

the achievement of high school students and that, to equitably measure this, many factors 

must be considered. The researcher’s findings indicated that a significant relationship 

between student achievement (student test scores) and the poverty level of the school 

exists when taken together with perceived principal competency, the poverty level of the 

school, and principals’ years of experience in the school. The multiple regression results 

did not indicate a significant relationship between student achievement and principal 

competency or between student achievement and principals’ years of experience in a 

school even though a significant relationship was determined to exist between student 

achievement and principal competency in the simple regression results. Therefore, this 

researcher is compelled to point out that principal competency, when taken together with 

the poverty level of the school and principals’ years of experience in a school, does not 

predict student achievement, nor does principal experience in a school.  
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The researcher presented areas of principal competency as they are defined by the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium standards. These areas included: 1. 

Vision of Learning; 2. Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth; 3. Organizational 

Management and Operations: Safe, Effective, and Efficient Learning Environment; 4. 

Collaboration: Families and Communities; 5. Integrity, Fairness, and Ethics in Learning; 

and 6. Politics, Socialization, Economics, Legalities, and Cultures. These areas of 

educational leadership each have knowledge, disposition, and performance indicators that 

constituted “principal competency.” Although these indicators constitute qualities 

necessary for effective leadership and competent principals, principal competency is 

dependent on and affected by much more than these indicators alone.   

Student Achievement and School Poverty 

Just as Engler (2004) suggested that “no ISLLC standard is an island unto itself” 

(p. 133), all the ISLLC standards work together to ensure effective leadership that 

promotes success for all students. Success for all students means that students should not 

be excluded from a quality education according to gender, age, ethnicity, or 

socioeconomic status. This researcher, therefore, included students of all socioeconomic 

levels to determine if the poverty level of a school predicts student achievement. 

According to the researcher’s findings, the number of students in a school who are 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (poverty level) is a predictor of student 

achievement.  

Principal Competency and High Poverty Schools 

Where schools that have high achieving students may also have highly competent 

principals, low achieving schools may not. This may mean that students achieve because 
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of their principal leadership competency, or it may just be that principals are considered 

competent or incompetent according to student output in their schools. This researcher 

believes that it is through attempting to successfully educate high poverty students that 

effective principal leadership may be challenged. Effective principals must be 

knowledgeable of strategies and initiatives that are proven successful with high poverty 

students. 

Student Achievement and Principal Experience in a School  

Principal experience in a school was proven not to have a significant impact on 

student achievement, and, in fact, had an inverse relationship. These results may have 

several explanations. First, results from a study conducted by Papa, Lankford, and 

Wyckoff (2002) of New York state principals show that high school principals tended to 

move to another school within the first six years of their principalship and this move was 

to schools similar to the ones they left. If this is the case in Georgia, these newer 

principals may have more recently come through an educational leadership program 

through an accredited institution which used leadership standards as a framework for its 

curriculum, thereby making these principals more aware of effective leadership 

indicators. 

Secondly, the lack of significance between principal experience in a school and 

student achievement may be due to the fact that principals who are “new” to a school 

purposely and strongly encourage initiatives that have been proven effective in raising 

student achievement in order to raise or maintain the student achievement scores that 

existed upon their arrival. It is in a principal’s best interest to keep a school at Adequate 

Yearly Progress (AYP) status or move a school to the point of meeting AYP. Otherwise, 
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after the allotted four years of being in Needs Improvement, the restructuring process 

must be implemented and the principal may be replaced.   

Implications 

 The foundation of successful leadership is a set of leadership standards such as 

the standards created and established by the Council of Chief State School Officers. The 

ISLLC standards offer a common language that recognize the knowledge, dispositions, 

and performances school leaders need in order to be effective.  

 Several groups within and outside the state of Georgia may benefit from a 

research study of principal competency, the ISLLC standards, and student achievement in 

Georgia. These groups include superintendents throughout school systems in the state of 

Georgia as well as those in other states, current and aspiring principals, the Georgia 

Department of Education, and the Georgia Professional Standards Commission. The 

researcher’s findings may provide knowledge of principal competency and the 

importance of leadership standards to superintendents throughout the state of Georgia 

that would, in turn, substantiate a need for educational leaders in the state, as well as in 

other states, to challenge leadership preparation programs and principal evaluation 

programs.  

 Leadership preparation programs in institutions of higher education must address 

the most current issues in education in order to best prepare their candidates for effective 

school leadership. Specific information from this study which can be used by other 

researchers or by educational leaders includes information about successfully educating 

impoverished students. This area of educational leadership is a challenge for even the 

most competent of school leaders. Improving educational leadership practice so that 
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students of all socioeconomic levels involves educating leadership candidates on specific 

interventions and framework of programs and practices that alter school cultures. 

Therefore, the researcher’s findings from this study may benefit institutions of higher 

education as they create and revise programs for their leadership candidates. 

  The researcher’s findings from this study may also benefit current and aspiring 

principals as they form or execute their guiding principles in schools throughout Georgia 

and the nation. Benefits to the Georgia Department of Education and the Professional 

Standards Commission would include the data input and their results as each variable is 

examined for association with what is the ultimate objective of education – student 

learning. Data collected by the researcher may enable the researcher to assist educational 

leaders in the state in considering the effectiveness of existing evaluation practices of 

current educational leaders as well as the quality of their leadership. Finally, the 

identification of leadership competency that promotes student learning may well assist 

institutions of higher education in the training and induction of current and aspiring 

educational leaders. 

 It is the goal of this researcher to continue to engage in a leadership role in the 

education system of Georgia, but it is just as much an aspiration of this researcher to 

make an attempt at raising the level of consciousness of quality principalship in the state 

of Georgia. Through this study of principal competency, the ISLLC standards, and 

student achievement in Georgia high schools, this knowledge could be useful to 

educational researchers as they seek to find systems and approaches that improve student 

learning. 
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Recommendations 

 Principal competency is perceived by superintendents as an integral component of 

student achievement initiatives. Respondents indicated that leadership standards reflect 

the qualities necessary for effective school leadership. Respondents also indicated that 

high achieving schools had highly competent principals. The researcher’s findings from 

this study, however, indicated that principal competency, combined with the poverty 

level of the school and principal experience in the school, is not an indicator, nor a 

predictor, of student achievement. The researcher’s findings from this study, therefore, 

suggest the need for further research in several areas.  

 Students of educational leadership and school leaders themselves should be 

knowledgeable of leadership standards and specific indicators that address the areas of 

leadership that ensure the success of all students. This practice should reflect research-

based strategies and principal competency indicators such as those found in the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards. Using strong leadership 

standards as the foundation of leadership practice is one means of ensuring effective 

school leadership. As superintendents and school district personnel hire school leaders 

who are “qualified”, this researcher recommends that they investigate these candidates 

for their knowledge of research-based leadership practices. 

 As revealed in educational research and in this researcher’s findings, high poverty 

affects student achievement. Therefore, a second recommendation is that school leaders 

be knowledgeable of specific leadership indicators and school-wide initiatives that 

specifically and effectively address the needs of high poverty students. Information 

should be given to the Georgia Department of Education (GADOE) for their 
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consideration in addressing the need for highly competent principals in high poverty 

schools. Clearly, from the consistency of findings in this study and from the results of the 

Owings et al. study (2005), this issue needs further investigation if educators are to 

address the educational needs and success of all students. 

 Finally, a recommendation specific to this study, is that it be completed in another 

state. Since the study on Principal Quality, the ISLLC Standards, and Student 

Achievement by Owings, Kaplan, and Nunnery (2005) indicated no significant 

relationship between principal quality and student achievement at the high school level, 

as did this study when taken together with the poverty levels of the schools and principal 

experience in the schools, at least one more study should be conducted in the United 

States to determine the consistency of these results. The success of this, however, would 

depend on the group’s similarity to the group used in this Georgia study to develop the 

prediction equation originally (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003).  

Dissemination 

 In hopes of pursuing a career in some capacity of educational leadership, this 

researcher plans to use the results of this study as she works with fellow educational 

leaders to further the knowledge principals have of leadership standards and principal 

competency. For further outreach, this researcher would also like to write at least one 

article that may be published for use in the professional publications of which the 

researcher has a membership. Three such organizations are the Pi Lambda Theta 

International Honor Society and Professional Organization in Education, the American 

Educational Research Association (AERA) and the Association of Supervision and 
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Curriculum Development (ASCD). The researcher also aspires to present this study at the 

annual convention of the AERA, as well as the ASCD annual conference.  

Interest from principals and superintendents was high when pursuing participation 

and data and many of these requested results of the study upon its completion. Therefore, 

the researcher will submit the results to those who requested it through a hard copy 

version sent through the United States Postal Service.  

Concluding Thoughts 

 Principal leadership has experienced role changes and added expectations over the 

years. These changes, though, do not mean that student achievement has not always been 

a priority or that it is no longer a main concern in our schools. On the contrary, student 

achievement remains the priority in Georgia school districts, and school leaders must 

remember this as they practice effective leadership. Therefore, this researcher must 

reiterate certain points of this study and add some revelations this study has exposed. 

Although this researcher’s actual findings in this study do not establish a 

significant relationship between principal competency and student achievement when 

taken with the poverty level of the school and the principals’ years of experience in a 

school, data does suggest that a significant relationship exists when principal competency 

is considered as a single independent variable. When the poverty level of the school and 

principals’ years of experience in a school was added into the analysis, it became evident 

that many factors may contribute to perceived principal competency and many factors 

may affect student achievement to a greater degree than principal competency alone. One 

of these factors is the number of students in a school who are eligible for free or reduced-

price lunch.  
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 With such strong significance exhibited between the poverty level of a school and 

its student achievement, and with the knowledge that principals with low competency 

ratings are also in schools with high poverty levels, the educational leaders in the state of 

Georgia need to seriously consider addressing this phenomenon.  

 Interestingly, though, was the low number of principal participants from high 

poverty schools in this study. Most respondents were not from Title I or assisted schools 

with only .04% of the respondents being from Title I or targeted assisted schools. The 

lack of response could speak volumes about the needs of principals and students in high 

poverty schools, and, from the researcher’s findings in this study that a significant 

relationship exists between principal competency, student achievement, and the poverty 

level of a school, this may be perhaps the most important data from this study that should 

be shared with the Georgia Department of Education (GADOE) for their consideration in 

addressing the need for highly competent principals in high poverty schools. Clearly, 

from the consistent results in this study and from the results of the Owings et al. study 

(2005), this issue needs further investigation if educators are to address the educational 

needs and success of all students. 

Leadership standards such as the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) standards and their indicators are research based and recognize the qualities of 

effective school leadership. It is this researcher’s admonition that, without this solid 

foundation (ISLLC standards), it is unlikely that improving leadership practice which 

addresses the most challenging learning situations will occur. Yet principal evaluations in 

Georgia have not been based on these standards. 
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 Many principals throughout the country, as revealed in the review of related 

literature of this study, have not felt that principal evaluation has been effective in 

improving principal practice due to evaluation inconsistency. Interviews with 

superintendents shed light on the subject of principal evaluations, however. In speaking 

with superintendents about how they evaluate their principals, they discussed in-depth 

knowledge of their principals and their leadership. Then again, all superintendents 

interviewed were from relatively small school districts. The detailed descriptions of the 

principals’ leadership practice may be quite different in a large school district where the 

superintendent has little to no time to spend getting to know each principal specifically. 

This is not discounting the superintendents’ responses in this study. It is only 

offering an explanation for the inconsistency, reiterating that principal evaluations can be 

inconsistent when evaluations are not based on evaluation instruments which may or may 

not be founded on effective leadership practice. Furthermore, and a consideration for 

superintendents throughout the country, is that annual evaluations of principals be 

specific to leadership standards with appropriate feedback to principals for its use and 

dissemination in their daily routines and practice. 

 Demographics of the principal participants revealed interesting data that this 

researcher felt should be considered as the results of this study are examined. The 

researcher’s findings concluded that there are many new principals in the state or that 

many principals are new to their high schools. These data are consistent with the 

researcher’s findings considering principal experience in the schools. Although an 

analysis was not attempted on the student achievement in these principals’ schools, data 

does coincide with the researcher’s findings that principal experience in the schools 
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averages in the lowest quartile. Principal mobility in the high school may be an issue of 

concern to the Georgia’s Department of Education and to district superintendents.  

Further demographic data from the researcher’s findings that should be of interest 

to the GADOE and district educational leaders are the number of male Caucasian 

principals in Georgia high schools. Perhaps this information will lead to more purposeful 

placements of minority and female principals in Georgia high schools, considering the 

information superintendents gave in interviews concerning minority and female 

principals. They saw no difference in principal competency between minority and 

Caucasian principals, and they saw great competency in organizational skills among 

female administrators.  

Data may be skewed due to the lack of positive principal respondents. Many 

principals did not want to be involved in the study. None of these principals gave reasons. 

This unwillingness to be involved may be due to the fact that their schools have low test 

scores or that they perceive they are not considered to be competent principals either by 

themselves or by their superintendents. Also, they may have misunderstood that their 

involvement in the study only meant they were going to be evaluated by their 

superintendent and did not include added work.  

Nevertheless, this may be an indication that many principals in Georgia do not 

want to be involved with studies that could lead to furthering the educational success of 

all students. It is the duty, therefore, of superintendents and school district personnel 

throughout the state to consider hiring competent leadership candidates who aspire to use 

leadership practices that address the educational needs of our most prized commodity – 

our children. 
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Appendix A: Letter Requesting Principal Permission (Electronic Version) 

Dear Principal: 
 
My name is Amy Teague Loskoski, and I am a doctoral student in Educational 
Administration at the dissertation phase at Georgia Southern University. I am conducting 
a study involving the public high schools in Georgia on principal competencies as 
defined by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards and to 
determine if these competencies predict student achievement.  

 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data for my study. Your school was 
identified through a random search which I conducted involving public high schools 
throughout the state of Georgia. My objective is to predict student achievement based on 
principal competency by having the principal’s superintendent rate principals according 
to the ISLLC standards. After receiving the completed surveys, I will perform an analysis 
using logistical regression on the principal score to the average passing student test scores 
on the Georgia High School Graduation Test in your school for the years 2002-2003, 
2003-2004, and 2004-2005 to determine if principal competency is a predictor of student 
achievement. Although your involvement in this study is voluntary and there is no 
penalty for choosing not to participate, participation does yield a more reliable result and 
is more representative of the population. Please be assured that all responses and 
evaluations will remain anonymous. Only I will have access to any responses and surveys 
completed by superintendents. The study will be most useful to you should you request a 
copy of the study’s results. If so, you may indicate your interest by contacting me at (912) 
898-1638 or emailing me at atlos59@hotmail.com. 
 
If you consent to participate in this research study and to the terms above, please respond 
to this email stating, “Yes, I wish to participate in this research study.” You will be sent 
an electronic response confirming your consent. If you have questions about this study, 
please contact me or my faculty advisor, James Burnham at (912) 681-5567.  For 
questions concerning your rights as a research participant or the IRB approval process, 
contact Georgia Southern University Office of Research Services and Sponsored 
Programs at 912-681-0843. 
 
Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying principal competency and 
student achievement. Your help and permission is most appreciated.  
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Amy T. Loskoski 
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Appendix B: Letter Requesting Superintendent Participation (Electronic Version) 
 
Dear Dr. (Superintendent’s Name): 
 
My name is Amy Teague Loskoski, and I am a doctoral student in Educational 
Administration at Georgia Southern University. I am conducting a study throughout the 
public schools in the state of Georgia on the quality of principals as related to the ISLLC 
standards and the relationship that exists between principals and student achievement.  

 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data on Principal, principal of 
(Name) High School in your district whom I have identified through a stratified random 
search. My objective is to analyze the quality of administrators in the state of Georgia as 
it relates to the ISLLC standards and through a Survey of Principal Competencies 
http://www.surveymonkey.com which is based on the ISLLC standards. After receiving 
the completed survey, I will compare the principal score to student test scores in that 
principal’s school to determine the relationship that exists between principal quality and 
student achievement. In respect for this principal and in keeping the integrity of the 
position of principal, I have asked and received permission from this principal for 
evaluative purposes in this study. Although the completion of this survey is voluntary, 
please understand that a large return rate on the survey gives a more reliable result and is 
more representative of the population. Be assured that your answers will remain 
anonymous. The study will be most useful to you should you request a copy of the 
study’s results. If so, you may indicate your interest by contacting me at (912) 898-1638 
or through email: amy.loskoski@savannah.chatham.k12.ga.us . 
 
Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying the relationship of principal 
competencies and student achievement. Your help is most appreciated. To complete the 
survey, click on the link http://www.surveymonkey.com . If you feel you do not have 
enough knowledge of this principal and would like to entrust this task to a colleague in an 
evaluative position who is more familiar with this principal’s performance, please feel 
free to do so.  
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Amy T. Loskoski 

 

 

 

 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/Users/46458197/Surveys/182411827537/995B5C7D-DD2A-4250-9681-CD8B6962B708.asp?U=182411827537&
mailto:amy.loskoski@savannah.chatham.k12.ga.us
http://www.surveymonkey.com/Users/46458197/Surveys/182411827537/995B5C7D-DD2A-4250-9681-CD8B6962B708.asp?U=182411827537&
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Appendix C: Second Letter of Request for Superintendent Participation  

(Hard Copy Version) 

May 5, 2006 
 

Amy T. Loskoski 
223 Stonebridge Dr. 

Savannah, GA 31410 
912-898-1638 

Dr. (Superintendent’s Name), Superintendent 
(District) Schools 
Street Address 
City, GA ZIP Code 
 
Dear Dr. (Superintendent’s Name): 
 
My name is Amy Teague Loskoski, and I am a doctoral student in Educational 
Administration at Georgia Southern University. I am conducting a study throughout the 
public high schools in the state of Georgia on principal competencies as defined by the 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards to determine if these 
competencies predict student achievement.   

 
This letter is to request your assistance in gathering data on Principal, principal of 
(Name) High School in your district whom I have identified through a random search. 
My objective is to analyze the quality of administrators in the state of Georgia as it relates 
to the ISLLC standards and through a Survey of Principal Competencies which is based 
on the ISLLC standards. After receiving the completed survey, I will compare the 
principal score to student test scores in that principal’s school to determine the 
relationship that exists between principal competency and student achievement. Out of 
respect for this principal and in keeping the integrity of the position of principal, I have 
asked and received permission from this principal for evaluative purposes in this study. 
Although the completion of this survey is voluntary, please understand that a large return 
rate on the survey gives a more reliable result and is more representative of the 
population. Be assured that your answers will remain anonymous. The study will be most 
useful to you should you request a copy of the study’s results. If so, you may indicate 
your interest by contacting me at (912) 898-1638 or through email: 
amy.loskoski@savannah.chatham.k12.ga.us . Also, my home address is 223 Stonebridge 
Dr., Savannah, GA 31410. 
 
Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying the relationship of principal 
competencies and student achievement. Your help is most appreciated. After completing 
the survey, please return it to me in the addressed and stamped envelope. If you wish and 
are able, you may access the survey using the link 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=182411827537 . If you feel you do not have enough 
knowledge of this principal and would like to entrust this task to a colleague in an 

mailto:amy.loskoski@savannah.chatham.k12.ga.us
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.asp?u=182411827537
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evaluative position who is more familiar with this principal’s performance, please feel 
free to do so.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Amy T. Loskoski 
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APPENDIX D 

SURVEY OF PRINCIPAL COMPETENCIES  

(ATTACHMENT AND HARD COPY VERSION) 
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Appendix D: Survey of Principal Competencies (Attachment and Hard Copy Version) 
 
                                                                          Survey of Principal Competencies                                                (School Code) 
 
This survey consists of items associated with the competencies of school leaders. Please take a few moments to respond based on your 
perceptions regarding (Principal’s Name), principal of (Name) High School. The anonymity of your answers is assured and will be 
used only in this study in aggregated form.  
 
Answer items 1 – 7 in short answer or by indicating the appropriate choice. 
Please rate items 8 – 25 according to the following scale:  
1 = Very Ineffective                    2 = Ineffective                    3 = Fairly Effective                    4 = Effective                    5 = Very Effective 
 
1. Name of your school district ___________________________________________ 
 

 

2. Number of years principal has been in current position   _____________________  
 

3. Gender of principal  Male Female 
 

 

4. Race of principal   Caucasi
an 

African 
American  

Hispa
nic 

Native 
Americ

an 

Asian Other 

5. Is this school a Title I school? Yes No 
 

 

6. Do you feel this principal has been effective in addressing student learning at  
    his/her school? 

Yes No  

7. Do you feel that leadership standards such as those produced by the Interstate  
    School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) address the qualities necessary for    
    effective leadership? 

Yes  No  

Standard 1: Vision of Learning 1 2 3 4 5 
8. The school/district’s vision is included in the development and implementation of  
    the school/district’s Comprehensive Improvement Plan. 
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9. All stakeholders are involved and contribute to the school/district’s vision during  
    the decision-making process. 

     

10. Curriculum and programs are shaped by the school/district’s vision statement.      
Standard 2: Student Learning and Staff Professional Growth 1 2 3 4 5 
11.  Various supervisory and evaluation models are employed.  

 
    

12. Policies, lesson plans, teacher evaluations, and other data are used to ensure  
     technology supports student achievement. 

     

13. Policies and procedures are followed that support a culture of high expectations   
      for students. 

     

Standard 3: Organizational Management and Operations: Safe, Effective, and  
                     Efficient Learning Environment 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. Stakeholder input is gathered to ensure fiscal resources are managed responsibly,  
      efficiently, and effectively. 

     

15. Daily operations are designed and managed to ensure success for all students. 
 

     

16. Budget is aligned to the goals in the Comprehensive Improvement Plan.  
 

    

Standard 4: Collaboration: Families and Communities 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Communicates with all stakeholders (i.e. students, staff, parents, community  
      members, etc.) frequently (multiple times each week). 

     

18. Treatment of stakeholders is equitable.  
 

    

19. Community resources are effectively used for the benefit of the students.      
 

Standard 5: Integrity, Fairness, and Ethics in Learning 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Rights and confidentiality of students, faculty, and staff are protected.  

 
    

21. Values, beliefs, and attitudes are demonstrated that inspire others to higher levels  
      of performance. 
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22. The school/district invites public input and involvement through the use of  
      surveys, public forums, etc. 

     

Standard 6: Politics, Socialization, Economics, Legalities, and Cultures 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Understands the impact of state and federal decisions on the local educational  
      systems. 

     

24. Works with local agencies to supplement school/district initiatives.  
 

    

25. Communicates with local, state, and federal leaders in an effort to impact  
      decisions that will result in an increase in student achievement. 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Appendix E: Interview Questionnaire 

Interview Questionnaire 
 
School District:  ____   _________    Name of Principal: ___________________

 
Years in the School: _____________  Gender:  _______ Race:  ___________
 
Poverty Level: __________________ NI Status: __________________________  
 

1. Do you feel this principal has been effective in addressing student learning at 
his/her school? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. What initiatives has he implemented that have been successful? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. What is the most important characteristic of effective principals? 
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Briefly explain the ISLLC standards (handouts)  
4. Do you feel that leadership standards such as those produced by the Interstate  

            School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) address the qualities necessary for    
            effective leadership? 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. How do you evaluate your principals? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. What factors do you feel contribute to the success level of a principal?  
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7. Do you think the student achievement (test scores/AYP) in the school and the 

poverty level of the school should be considered when evaluating principals? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. How do you feel the socioeconomic status of a school affects student achievement 
scores? 
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9. How does the principal leadership in an impoverished school differ from that in a 

school that has a low poverty rate? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10. Do you feel longevity at a school makes for better student achievement?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11. How does principal experience affect student achievement?   
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12. How important is the race of the principal in addressing the school culture? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13. How do women and men differ in their approaches to principal leadership? 
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APPENDIX F 

INTERSTATE SCHOOL LEADERS LICENSURE CONSORTIUM STANDARDS 

FOR SCHOOL LEADERS 
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Appendix F: Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards for 
School Leaders 

 
Standard 1 
 
A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and 
stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school 
community. 
 
Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• learning goals in a pluralistic society 
• the principles of developing and implementing strategic plans 
• systems theory 
• information sources, data collection, and data analysis strategies 
• effective communication 
• effective consensus-building and negotiation skills 

Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• the educability of all 
• a school vision of high standards of learning 
• continuous school improvement 
• the inclusion of all members of the school community 
• ensuring that students have the knowledge, skills, and values needed to become 

successful adults 
• a willingness to continuously examine one’s own assumptions, beliefs, and 

practices 
• doing the work required for high levels of personal and organization performance 

Performances 
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that: 

• the vision and mission of the school are effectively communicated to staff, 
parents, students, and community members 

• the vision and mission are communicated through the use of symbols, ceremonies, 
stories, and similar activities 

• the core beliefs of the school vision are modeled for all stakeholders 
• the vision is developed with and among stakeholders 
• the contributions of school community members to the realization of the vision 

are recognized and celebrated 
• progress toward the vision and mission is communicated to all stakeholders 
• the school community is involved in school improvement efforts 
• the vision shapes the educational programs, plans, and actions 
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• an implementation plan is developed in which objectives and strategies to achieve 
the vision and goals are clearly articulated 

• assessment data related to student learning are used to develop the school vision 
and goals 

• relevant demographic data pertaining to students and their families are used in 
developing the school mission and goals 

• barriers to achieving the vision are identified, clarified, and addressed 
• needed resources are sought and obtained to support the implementation of the 

school mission and goals 
• existing resources are used in support of the school vision and goals 
• the vision, mission, and implementation plans are regularly monitored, evaluated, 

and revised. 
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Standard 2 

A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional 
program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth. 

Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• student growth and development 
• applied learning theories 
• applied motivational theories 
• curriculum design, implementation, evaluation, and refinement 
• principles of effective instructions 
• measurements, evaluation, and assessment strategies 
• diversity and its meaning for educational programs 
• adult learning and professional development models 
• the change process for systems, organizations, and individuals 
• the role of technology in promoting student learning and professional growth 
• school cultures 

Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• student learning as the fundamental purpose of schooling 
• the proposition that all students can learn 
• the variety of ways in which students can learn 
• life long learning for self and others 
• professional development as an integral part of school improvement 
• the benefits that diversity brings to the school community 
• a safe and supportive learning environment 
• preparing students to be contributing members of society 

Performances 
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that: 

• all individuals are treated with fairness, dignity, and respect 
• professional development promotes a focus on student learning consistent with 

the school vision and goals 
• students and staff feel valued and important 
• the responsibilities and contributions of each individual are acknowledged 
• barriers to student learning are identified, clarified, and addressed 
• diversity is considered in developing learning experiences 
• life long learning is encouraged and modeled 
• there is a culture of high expectations for self, student, and staff performance 
• technologies are used in teaching and learning 
• student and staff accomplishments are recognized and celebrated 
• multiple opportunities to learn are available to all students 
• the school is organized and aligned for success 
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• curricular, co-curricular and, extra-curricular programs are designed, 
implemented, evaluated, and refined 

• curriculum decisions are based on research, expertise of teachers, and the 
recommendations of learned societies 

• the school culture and climate are assessed on a regular basis 
• a variety of sources of information is used to make decisions 
• student learning is assessed using a variety of techniques 
• multiple sources of information regarding performance are used by staff and 

students 
• a variety of supervisory and evaluation models is employed 
• pupil personnel programs are developed to meet the needs of students and their 

families 
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Standard 3 

A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for 
a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. 

Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• theories and models of organizations and the principles of organizational 
development 

• operational procedures at the school and district level principles and issues 
relating to school safety and security 

• human resources management and development 
• principles and issues relating to fiscal operations of school management 
• principles and issues relating to school facilities and use of space 
• legal issues impacting school operations 
• current technologies that support management functions 

Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• making management decisions to enhance learning and teaching 
• taking risks to improve schools 
• trusting people and their judgments 
• accepting responsibilities 
• high-quality standards, expectations, and performances 
• involving stakeholders in management processes 
• a safe environment 

Performances 
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that: 

• knowledge of learning, teaching and student development is used to inform 
management decisions 

• operational procedures are designed and managed to maximize opportunities for 
successful learning 

• emerging trends are recognized, studied and applied as appropriate 
• operational plans and procedures to achieve the vision and goals of the school are 

in place 
• collective bargaining and other contractual agreements related to the school are 

effectively managed 
• the school plan, equipment, and support systems operate safely, efficiently, and 

effectively 
• time is managed to maximize attainment of organizational goals 
• potential problems and opportunities are identified 
• problems are confronted and resolved in a timely manner 
• financial, human, and material resources are aligned to the goals of the school 
• the school acts entrepreneurally to support continuous improvement 
• organizational systems are regularly monitored and modified as needed 

 



237  
 

• stakeholders are involved in decisions affecting schools 
• responsibility is shared to maximize ownership and accountability 
• effective problem-framing and problem-solving skills are used 
• effective conflict resolution skills are used 
• effective group-process and consensus-building skills are used 
• effective communication skills are used 
• there is effective use of technology to manage school operations 
• fiscal resources of the school are managed responsibly, efficiently and effectively 
• a safe, clean, and aesthetically pleasing school environment is created and 

maintained 
• human resource functions support the attainment of school goals 
• confidentiality and privacy of school records are maintained 
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Standard 4 

A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to 
diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 

Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• emerging issues and trends that potentially impact the school community 
• the conditions and dynamics of the diverse school community 
• community resources 
• community relations and marketing strategies and processes 
• successful models of school, family, business, community, government and 

higher education partnerships 
Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• schools operating as an integral part of the larger community 
• collaboration and communication with families 
• involvement of families and other stakeholders in school decision-making 

processes 
• the proposition that diversity enriches the school 
• families as partners in the education of their children 
• the proposition that families have the best interests of their children in mind 
• resources of the family and community needing to be brought to bear on the 

education of students 
• an informed public 

Performances 
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that: 

• high visibility, active involvement, and communication with the larger 
community is a priority 

• relationships with community leaders are identified and nurtured 
• information about family and community concerns, expectations, and needs is 

used regularly 
• there is outreach to different business, religious, political, and service agencies 

and organizations 
• credence is given to individuals and groups whose values and opinions may 

conflict 
• the school and community serve one another as resources 
• available community resources are secured to help the school solve problems and 

achieve goals 
• partnerships are established with area businesses, institutions of higher education, 

and community groups to strengthen programs and support school goals 
• community youth family services are integrated with school programs 
• community stakeholders are treated equitably 
• diversity is recognized and valued 
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• effective media relations are developed and maintained 
• a comprehensive program of community relations is established 
• public resources and funds are used appropriately and wisely 
• community collaboration is modeled for staff 
• opportunities for staff to develop collaborative skills are provided 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



240  
 

Standard 5 

A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 

Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• the purpose of education and the role of leadership in modern society 
• various ethical frameworks and perspectives on ethics 
• the values of the diverse school community 
• professional codes of ethics 
• philosophy and history of education 

Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• the ideal of the common good 
• the principles of the Bill of Rights 
• the right of every student to a free, quality education 
• bringing ethical principles to the decision-making process 
• subordinating one’s own interest to the good of the school community 
• accepting the consequences of upholding one’s principles and actions 
• using the influence of one’s office counteractively and productively in the service 

of all students and their families 
• development of a caring school community 

Performances 
The administrator: 

• examines personal and professional values 
• demonstrates a personal and professional code of ethics 
• demonstrates values, beliefs, and attitudes that inspire others to higher levels of 

performance 
• serves as a role model 
• accepts responsibility for school operations 
• considers the impact of one’s administrative practices on others 
• uses influence of the office to enhance the educational program rather than for 

personal gain 
• treats people fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect 
• protects the rights and confidentiality of students and staff 
• demonstrates appreciation for and sensitivity to the diversity in the school 

community 
•  recognizes and respects the legitimate authority of others 
• examines and considers the prevailing values of the diverse school community 
• expects that others in the school community will demonstrate integrity and 

exercise ethical behavior 
• opens the school to public scrutiny 
• fulfills legal and contractual obligations 
• applies laws and procedures fairly, wisely, and considerably 
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Standard 6 

A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, 
social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 

Knowledge 
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of: 

• principles of representative governance that undergird and system of American 
school 

• the role of public education in developing and renewing a democratic society and 
an economically productive nation 

• the law as related to education and schooling 
• the political, social, cultural, and economic systems and processes that impact 

schools 
• models and strategies of change and conflict resolution as applied to the larger 

political, social, cultural and economic contexts of schooling 
• global issues and forces affecting teaching and learning 
• the dynamics of policy development and advocacy under our democratic political 

system 
• the importance of diversity and equity in a democratic society 

Dispositions 
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to: 

• education as a key to opportunity and social mobility 
• recognizing a variety of ideas, values, and cultures 
• importance of a continuing dialogue with other decision makers affecting 

education 
• actively participating in the political and policy-making context in the service of 

education 
• using legal systems to protect student rights and improve student opportunities 

Performances 
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that: 

• the environment in which schools operate is influenced on behalf of students and 
their families 

• communication occurs among the school community concerning trends, issues, 
and potential changes in the environment in which schools operate 

• there is ongoing dialogue with representatives of diverse community groups 
• the school community works within the framework of policies, laws, and 

regulations enacted by local, state, and federal authorities 
• public policy is shaped to provide quality education for students 
• lines of communication are developed with decision makers outside the school 

community 
 

 

 


